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MONDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1958 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrrot—RIvers AND HArRgors, 


Portland, Oreg. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in the audi- 
torium, Interior Building, Portland, Oreg., Richard L. Neuberger 
presiding. 

Present: Senator Neuberger, T. W. Sneed, Rodney Moulton, M. C. 
Mapes, Jr.,and Hans A. Linde. 

Also present : Senator-elect Ernest Gruening, Alaska. 

Senator Neusercer. The subcommittee will please come to order. 
I regret that we do not have a table microphone here. So, I’m going 
to ask your indulgence to try to be very quiet, and we will use our 
one microphone for the benefit of the witnesses. 

We are holding this subcommittee hearing today on the committee 
print version, dated November 21, 1958, of the bill which would amend 
the Bonneville Act to create the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration. 

The hearing will be not on the original bill, which was introduced 
in February of this year and on w hich hearings were held by the 
Senate Public Works Committee in W: ashington i in June, but on the 
committee print, and I want to emphasize that because I hope all of 
the witnesses will address themselves to the committee print. That 
is the bill which is now before the committee. 

The purpose of our hearings in June was to obtain constructive sug- 
gestions, ideas, and recommendations for changes and improv ements 
in the original bill. Many of those proposals are embodied now in 
the committee print. 

The purpose of our hearings in the Pacific Northwest this week 
is to obtain further suggestions. I feel certain that many of those 
suggestions will be embodied in whatever legislation bearing on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation is ; introduced in the Con- 
gress some time early in 1959. 

I want to introduce those who are at the hearing table with the 
subcommittee chairman. First, this subcommittee hearing was auth- 
orized by the distinguished senior Senator from New Mexico, Mr. 
Chavez, who is the chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, 
and by the distinguished senior Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Kerr, 
who is the chairman of the Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors Sub- 
committee. As most of you know, legislation concerning the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration comes under the jurisdiction of the Sen- 
ate Public Works Committee and, therefore, under the Rivers and 
Harbors and Flood Control Subcommittee. 
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We are highly honored today to have with us the distinguished new 
Senator from the State of Alaska, the Honorable Ernest Gruening. 
I think I am safe in saying that this is the first time in American his- 
tory that a Senator from our largest State and our newest State has 
ever sat with a Senate committee. It is our hope that Senator-elect 
Gruening will become a permanent member of the Senate Public Works 
Committee after he takes his oath of office in January, because the 
Public Works Committee is so important to the vast new State which 
he helps to represent in the U.S. Senate, with its handling of roads 
and highways and harbors and river dev elopment and flood control. 
Senator Gruening is at my right. We’re just delighted to have you 
with us here, Senator. 

Senator-elect Grurninc. Thank you. 

Senator Neugercer. The other people, who are with me, are equally 
valuable but not so historic in this sense, and they are Mr. T. W. Sneed, 
technical staff member of the Senate Public Works staff. We're very 
pleased to have Mr. Rodney Moulton, who is representing the distin- 
guished junior Senator from South Dakota, Francis Case, who is now 
the ranking Republican member of the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee. 

At my left is Mr. Milton C. Mapes, Jr., special counsel of the Senate 
Interior Committee, who has been assigned by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Montana, Senator Murray, to work with the Senate 
Public Works Committee on this particular issue. Also with us is my 
own legislative assistant, Mr. Hans A. Linde, who, I regret to report, 
on January 1 will become a member of the faculty of the U niversity 
of Oregon ‘Law School ; but we’re happy he’s with us on this occasion. 

I just want to make this one observation before we commence because 
I find that it often is necessary for clarification to the general public 
with respect to hearings of this sort; I know that some people fre- 
quently are puzzled because only one or two Senators are in attendance 
at a subcommittee hearing. 

At the start of my own senatorial service nearly 4 years ago, I was 
equally bewildered, but I discovered that there are so many demands 
upon the time and energy of a Member of the Senate that this is fre- 
quently the case. For example, at every single subcommittee hearing 
that was held in this State on the Klamath Indian Reservation issue, 
if I am not mistaken, I believe I was the only Senator in attendance. 
However, the hearing record, which we took back to Washington, was 
carefully studied by my colleagues, and the result was the very benefi- 
cial and important Klamath Reservation Act, which, of course, was 
passed in August and signed by the President. And I have found even 
in Washington, when I have testified before various Senate committees, 
and even though many important issues are at stake—that even there 
in Washington, D.C., there was often only one Senator present to 
take the hearing record, but, of course, later, the hearing record was 
studied by all Senators before a determination of the issue was arrived 
at. 

I just wanted to explain that because people are puzzled and some- 
times disappointed. It is the hearing record which is studied by the 
other members of the Senate committees and which then results in 
such legislation as is passed or defeated, as the case may be. 

I want to thank everybody who is in attendance here, whether they 
agree with our committee print or not, because I think that by such 
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discussions as this and by getting ideas such as this, our democracy 
works, and I know that many of the suggestions which we receive 
today and on subsequent days this week, whether they come from sup- 

orters of the bill or critics of the bill, will be very valuable and very 
important, and I think that the changes that we have made in the 
original bill show that we have acted in good faith in trying to consider 
the proposals and recommendations which we received in Washington 
last summer. 

(The committee print follows :) 


(Committee print, November 21, 1958] 
[S. ——, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia River 
Development Corporation 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Columbia 
River Development Corporation Act of 1959”. 

Sec. 2. Section 1 of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize the completion, 
maintenance, and operation of Bonneville project for navigation, and for other 
purposes”, approved August 20, 1937 (50 Stat. 731), is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) That for the purposes of improving navigation, assisting the fullest 
practicable comprehensive development and conservation of the resources of 
the Columbia River and its tributaries, strengthening the national defense 
and promoting the general economic welfare of the Pacific Northwest and the 
Nation, there is hereby created as an instrumentality of the United States a 
body corporate to be known as the Columbia River Development Corporation 
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Corporation’). The Corporation shall be op- 
erated under the direction and supervision of the President or such department 
or officer as he may direct, and shall maintain its principal office within the 
Pacific Northwest. 

“(b) The Bonneville project authorized by section 1 of the Act of August 30, 
1935 (49 Stat. 1028) shall continue to be operated and maintained under the 
direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers subject to the provisions of this Act.” 

Sec. 3. Subsection (a) of section 2 of said Act, as amended, is further amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) The management of the Corporation shall be vested in a board of five 
directors who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate and who shall receive compensation at a rate of $ per 
annum. A director shall be appointed for a term expiring five years after the 
expiration date of the term for which his predecessor was appointed, except 
that the terms of office of the directors first taking office after the enactment 
of this Act shall expire as designated by the President at the time of appoint- 
ment, one at the end of each of the five successive fiscal years following such 
date of enactment, and a director appointed to fill a vacancy in the Board 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was 
appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such term. A successor to a 
director shall be appointed in the same manner as the original directors. Upon 
the expiration of his term, a director shall continue in office until his successor 
is appointed and is qualified. 

“Vacancies in the Board so long as there be three directors in office shall 
not impair the powers of the Board to act. Three directors shall constitute 
a quorum to transact the business of the Board, and the vote of a majority 
of directors present shall be sufficient to decide any issue before the Board. 
Directors shall be residents of the Pacific Northwest, and all directors shall be 
persons who profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of this Act. The 
Board shall include a director appointed from the residents of each of the States 
of the Pacific Northwest. No director shall, during his continuance in office, 
be an officer or employee of, or have a financial interest in, any public utility 
engaged in the business of generating, transmitting, distributing, or selling 
power to the public, or in any holding company or subsidiary company of a 
holding company as those terms are defined in the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935, or in any other private firm doing business with the 
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Corporation, or having a direct financial interest in its operations. At the 
beginning of each fiscal year the directors shall choose one of their number 
to act as Chairman of the Board of Directors during the ensuring fiscal year, 
at the same rate of compensation as the other members of the Board. 

“The Board of Directors shall advise and assist the general manager in the 
performance of his duties and in the formulation of the general policy of the 
Corporation and especially in maintaining close liaison with the people of the 
region. To these ends the Board shall conduct public meetings in the region 
in accordance with this subsection, shall conduct hearings on any aspects of 
the Corporation’s program or activities, either on its own motion or upon 
request of the general manager or the Advisory Council, shall confer with 
the Advisory Council and attend all meetings thereof, shall choose and appoint 
the members at large of the Advisory Council in accordance with the provisions 
of subsection (c) hereof and prepare bylaws and rules for the operations of 
the council, including the division of the council into geographical divisions 
if it finds such action to be desirable, shall periodically review the operations 
of the Corporation and prepare and submit reports to the general manager 
on any aspects of the Corporation program or operations, and shall review and 
prepare comments on the advance program, the annual budget program, and 
all cost allocation reports for submission to the President and the Congress 
with these programs and reports. 

“The Board shall obtain counsel, assistance, and participation of the interested 
people of the Pacific Northwest, particularly through representatives of State 
and local governments and other organizations, public and private, and through 
the Advisory Council. To this end the Board is directed to hold public meetings 
at least annually in each State in the Pacific Northwest at which the views of 
those interested can be presented and information concerning the Corporation’s 
policies and programs shall be made available to the public. The Board is 
authorized to make additional arrangements for such consultation and inter- 
change of views with respect to the formulation and execution of Corporation 
programs as it may deem advisable. 

“Each member of the Board, and the general manager, before entering upon 
the duties of his office, shall subscribe to an oath (or affirmation) to support the 
Constitution of the United States and to perform faithfully and impartially the 
duties imposed upon him by this Act. 

“(b) The executive management of the Corporation shall be vested in a general 
manager, who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and who shall receive compensation at the rate of $ 

“To assist him in the performance of his duties the general manager shall 
appoint, without regard to the civil-service laws, an assistant general manager, 
who shall receive compensation at a rate to be prescribed from time to time by 
the Board but not more than 90 percent of the rate of compensation of the general 
manager nor less than the rate of the next most highly paid official of the Corpo- 
ration. The assistant general manager shall perform such duties as the general 
manager may from time to time designate and shall be acting general manager 
and assume the functions of the general manager during the absence or disability 
of, or in the event of a vacancy in the office of, the general manager. 

“The general manager shall appoint, with the advice and consent of the Board 
and without regard to the civil-service laws, a chief engineer and general counsel, 
and shall fix the compensation of each in accordance with the Classification Act 
of 1949 or amendments thereto. 

“(c) To make continuously available independent assistance and counsel re- 
flecting the needs and opinions of the people of the Pacific Northwest, there 
shall be an Advisory Council to be composed of individuals who, except for the 
representatives of Federal agencies, shall be residents of the Pacific Northwest 
who are not officers or employees of the United States. For the purposes of this 
Act, Reserve personnel of the Armed Forces not on full-time active duty and 
experts and consultants employed by the United States only occasionally shall 
not be considered to be officers or employees of the United States. The Advisory 
Council shall consist of forty members at large and one member appointed by 
each member of the United States Senate and House of Representatives from the 
Pacific Northwest and by the Governor of each of the States of the Pacific North- 
west. In addition, there shall be ex officio nonvoting members representing 
interested Federal agencies, including the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Recla- 
mation, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration, National Park Service, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Atomic Energy 
Commission, Federal Power Commission, Bureau of Land Management, Soil 
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Conservation Service, and any other agency with offices in the Pacific Northwest 
which desires representation on the Council. Members at large of the Council 
shall be appointed by the Board for terms of five years, except that (1) the terms 
of office of those first taking office shall expire as designated by the Board, eight 
at the end of each of the five successive full calendar years following the effective 
date of this Act, and (2) a person appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to 
the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed shall be 
appointed for the remainder of such term. In its appointments the Board shall 
endeavor to obtain representation of the diverse interests and geographical areas 
affected by the activities of the Corporation. The Advisory Council shall elect 
a chairman annually and shall meet at the call of its chairman or the Board, but 
not less often than once each year. The Council’s meetings shall be open to 
the public. 

“The Council may make such reviews or studies related to the program policies, 
and activities of the Corporation as it deems appropriate and may advise the 
Board and the general manager of its views with respect thereto. It may publish 
or otherwise publicize its findings and recommendations. The Corporation shall 
cooperate with the Council in furnishing appropriate information and may 
furnish such facilities and personnel as the Council may reasonably require to 
earry out its functions. All expenses of the Council within maximum limitations 
fixed by the Board, including necessary transportation expenses and per diem 
in lieu of subsistence for Council members while engaged in the performance 
of their duties, shall be paid from the funds of the Corporation as current 
expenses.” 

Sec. 4. Subsection (b) of section 2 of said Act, as amended, is further amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3.(a) Any Federal agency operating power-producing facilities at any 
project now or hereafter constructed in the Pacific Northwest shall, upon request 
of the Corporation, deliver the electric energy not required for the operation of 
such project to the Corporation for disposition in accordance with the terms of 
this Act. Any such Federal agency constructing or operating any hydroelectric 
project shall install, operate, and maintain such machinery, equipment, and 
facilities for the generation of electric energy as the Corporation finds necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act and such installation is hereby authorized. 
To the fullest extent consistent with the operation of such project for all purposes 
for which authorized, the operating agency shall schedule the operations of the 
several electrical generating units and appurtenant equipment and dam operated 
by it in accordance with the requirements of the Corporation. The operating 
agency shall provide and maintain for the use of the Corporation at such projects 
adequate station space and equipment, including such switches, switchboards, 
instruments, and dispatching facilities as may be required by the Corporation 
for proper reception, handling, and dispatching of the electric energy produced at 
the project, together with transformers and other equipment required by the 
Corporation for the transmission of energy from that place at suitable voltage 
to the markets which the Corporation desires to serve. 

“(b) In order to carry out the purposes of this Act and to assist the unified 
and orderly development of the Columbia River Basin through the timely con- 
struction of projects for the improvement of navigation, creation of recreational 
opportunities, control of floods, development of irrigation and reclamation, genera- 
tion of power, preservation and propagation of fisheries resources and other 
purposes, the financial feasibility of which depends upon the sale of electric 
energy, the Corporation is authorized, subject to the provisions of this Act, 
to provide to the constructing agencies, on schedules, mutually agreed upon, 
funds for those parts of the capital costs of authorized Federal multipurpose 
projects in the Pacific Northwest which shall be allocated to the generation of 
electric power, and the agencies charged with the construction of such projects 
are authorized to receive such funds and expend them for the purposes specified. 
The Corporation and the constructing agencies shall consult with each other 
and with other affected Federal, State, or local agencies to the fullest extent 
necessary to facilitate their advance planning and financing arrangements and to 
assure construction of projects in the most advantageous sequence and eco- 
nomical manner. 

‘“(e) Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Corporation is authorized to 
acquire (but not by condemnation), construct, operate, maintain, and improve 
in the Pacific Northwest such thermal or atomic power-producting facilities 
as may be necessary to permit the Corporation to carry out its functions and meet 
its responsibilities under this Act, including the best utilization of the hydroelec- 
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tric energy subject to its disposition. The construction or acquisition of such 
power facilities shall be limited to the Pacific Northwest and to power facilities, 
facilities jointly used for power and one or more other purposes, and such non- 
power facilities as may be necessary for or incidental to the generation of power, 
which shall have been included in the annual budget program submitted to the 
Congress, except upon the express order of the President in time of war or 
national emergency. 

“(d) In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that 
ean be generated and marketed and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, to 
prevent the monopolization thereof by limited groups, and to promote the diver- 
sified economic and industrial development of the several States in the Pacific 
Northwest, the Corporation is authorized and directed to provide, construct, 
operate, maintain, and improve such electric transmission lines and substations, 
and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as it finds necessary, desirable, 
or appropriate for the purpose of transmitting electric energy available to it 
for sale or disposition to existing and potential markets, to interconnect its 
system with projects and power systems now or hereafter constructed, and to 
operate its facilities so as to carry out its contracts or agreements for the trans- 
mission or interchange of electric energy from non-Federal projects. 

**“(e) Subject to the limitations of this Act, the Corporation may carry out 
such activities as may be necessary or appropriate for the generation, transmis- 
sion, and sale of electric energy, including contracting or arranging for the 
purchase or exchange of electric energy, or the use of transmission facili- 
ties, and for the purchase, exchange, sale, storage, or release of water (including 
the exchange of electric energy or the use of transmission facilities for such water 
or water use) incident to the generation, transmission, and disposition of electric 
energy produced at both Federal and non-Federal projects; and the limitations 
in subsections (c) and (d) of this section on the area within which the Corpora- 
tion may construct or acquire electrical facilities shall not be construed to apply 
to the purchase or exchange of electric energy or the purchase, exchange, sale, 
storage, or release of water. 

“(f) The Corporation shall assist and advise the President as he may request 
in any international negotiations relating to the Columbia River and may carry 
out on behalf of the United States such functions as he may assign to it in 
accordance with any treaty or other agreement between the United States and 
Canada. In carrying out such functions the Corporation is authorized to make 
arrangements, contracts, or agreements to assure the most effective coordination 
of its activities with those of appropriate United States, Canadian, or interna- 
tional agencies with respect to any utilization of water resources within British 
Columbia or the Pacific Northwest which affects the utilization of water resources 
within either country, including, where necessary or desirable for carrying out 
its functions under this Act, the contributions of funds for part of the costs 
allocated to at-site or downstream power production at multiple purpose projects 
in British Columbia in the manner and for the purposes provided by subsection 
(b) of this section for Federal multipurpose projects in the Pacific Northwest. 

“(g) In order to carry out the purposes of this Act the Corporation shall prepare 
and submit to the President and Congress annually an advance program for the 
construction of such power facilities as will permit it to meet its responsibilities 
under this Act for the next six years, including the satisfaction of its power 
requirements for— 

(1) the needs of Federal agencies ; 

“(2) the energy necessary to permit the fulfillment of its obligations under 
its requirements (and other) contracts with public and private utilities under 
subsection 5(a) of this Act; 

“(3) its estimated needs for direct service to industrial customers under 
subsection 5(a) of this Act; and 

“(4) other elements of its existing and projected load requirements, 
In preparing its advance program the Corporation shall consider pertinent exist- 
ing surveys and plans, conduct such additional investigations as may be necessary 
and obtain the advice and assistance of appropriate Federal, State, and local 
agencies. The advance program shall among other things set forth the nature, 
extent, general location, sequence, and timing of major projects recommended ; 
the method by which such major projects are proposed to be undertaken, including 
any arrangements recommended for joint and cooperative action by the Corpora- 
tion and other agencies; with respect to each project, evidence that it is eco- 
nomically sound and in the public interest including, where appropriate, estimates 
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of costs and benefits over its economic service life, the initial allocation of costs 
to various purposes to be served and amounts to be repaid by the beneficiaries. 

“The first advance program shall be submitted to the President and Congress 
within two years from the date of enactment of this Act, as amended, and shall 
thereafter be revised annually and submitted with the budget program of the 
Corporation. At least sixty days prior to the presentation of the advance program 
to the President and Congress it shall be submitted to the Governors of the 
States of Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of the Army, and to such other Federal agencies as the Presi- 
dent may designate from time to time, for their comments. The comments sub- 
mitted by the governors or agencies shall be transmitted to the President and 
Congress with the advance program.” 

Sec. 5. Subsection (c) of section 2 of said Act is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 4. (a) The Corporation may acquire, by purchase, lease, exchange, con- 
demnation, or donation, such real and personal property, or any interest therein, 
including lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission lines, 
substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Corporation 
finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

“The Corporation may, in accordance with such regulations as it may prescribe 
and to the extent it determines to be fair and reasonable, but not to exceed 25 
per centum of the fair value, as determined by the Corporation, of the land interest 
acquired, reimburse owners and tenants of land who are required to move because 
of the acquisition of such lands or any interest therein by the Corporation, for 
actual expenses, losses, and damages incurred by them as a result of such moves.” 

Sec. 6. Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of section 2 of said Act are renumbered 
as subsections (b), (c), and (d), respectively, of section 4. Subsection (e) of 
section 2 is further amended by inserting the word “exchange” after the word 
“lease” and by deleting the proviso. 

Sec. 7. Said act, as amended, is hereby further amended by adding to section 
4 thereof the following subsections: 

“(e) The Corporation— 

“(1) shall have succession in its corporate name; may adopt, alter, and 
use a corporate seal; may sue and be sued in its corporate name; and may 
adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules, and regulations governing the man- 
ner in which its operations may be conducted and the powers vested in it 
exercised ; 

(2) shall be held to be an inhabitant and resident, within the meaning of 
the laws of the United States relating to the venue of civil suits, of any 
judicial district in whole or in part within the Pacific Northwest, in which 
the Corporation carries on activities at the time of the commencement of 
suit. The Corporation may be sued in the district court of the United States 
for any such district without regard to the amount in controversy. Any 
proceeding brought against the Corporation in a court of any State may be 
removed by the Corporation to the district court of the United States for the 
district in which such proceeding is pending, and, to effect such removal, it 
shall not be necessary that any other party or parties defendant join in the 
petition for removal; 

“(3) may settle, adjust, or submit to arbitration claims held by it against 
other parties or persons or by other parties or persons against it, for which 
purpose the Corporation shall have with respect to claims within the scope 
of title 28, United States Code, chapter 171 (tort claims procedure) the 
functions assigned to the Attorney General by that chapter ; 

“(4) may intervene in any proceeding relating to an application under 
subsection 4(e) of the Federal Power Act for a license to construct any 
water resource project.in the Pacific Northwest whenever (a) the Corpora- 
tion has plans to finance the costs allocated to power of a project involving 
some of the same resources as the project for which the license is requested, 
(b) the Corporation finds the project for which the license is requested to 
be inconsistent with the advance program of the Corporation as it relates 
to the stretch of the river involved, or (c) the Corporation believes the 
project for which the license is requested would not be best adapted to the 
full development of the resources of the basin under a comprehensive plan; 

“(5) may, subject to the applicable rules and practices of such bodies, 
appear or intervene before any other Federal, State, or local body in any 
matter which the Corporation believes will affect its responsibilities under 
this Act; 
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“(6) may make and carry out arrangements for the protection, altera- 
tion, reconstruction, relocation, replacement, or removal of railroad tracks 
and facilities, highways, bridges, mills, ferries, electric lines, plants, and 
any other properties, enterprises, and projects, which have been or are to be 
destroyed or otherwise damaged or endangered as the result of any activities 
of the Corporation ; 

“(7) may make mutual assistance or other arrangements with any public 
or private agencies for using personnel, equipment, or facilities of the Cor- 
poration, with or without reimbursemnet, in emergency situations involving 
the preservation of life, health, or property or the maintenance or restoration 
of electric power service ; 

“(8) may make such expenditures for offices, vehicles, furnishings, equip- 
ment, supplies, books, and publications; for attendance at meetings; and 
for such other facilities and services as it finds necessary for the proper 
administration of this Act; 

“(9) may accept gifts, donations, or grants of services, money, or property, 
in the interest of itself or its activities and may cooperate with public or 
private agencies in studies, surveys, research, testing, or development on 
matters affecting the Corporation’s activities ; 

“(10) may cooperate with, carry out its functions through, and utilize 
the work and services of any Federal or State agency upon such terms 
and conditions as may be agreed upon by the Corporation and such agency, 
and the advance of funds made available in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of this Act is hereby authorized. But any agreement for the con- 
struction, operation, or maintenance of any hydroelectric project by a non- 
Federal agency shall be as favorable to the United States as if the project 
were constructed, operated, or maintained by the Federal Government ; 

“(11) may conduct and develop such studies and plans, either singly or 
jointly with other agencies or groups, as may be necessary or useful to it in 
carrying out the purposes of this Act; and 

“(12) shall annually file with the President and the Congress a financial 
statement and a complete report as to the business of the Corporation cover- 
ing the preceding governmental fiscal year . 

“(f) Section 101 of the Government Corporation Control Act is hereby 
amended by inserting after ‘Saint Lawrence, Seaway Development Corpora- 
tion ;’ the following: ‘Columbia River Development Corporation ;’. 

“(g) Subject to security regulations, any Federal agency or instrumentality 
having information pertinent to the functions of the Corporation shall make 
such information available to the Corporation. 

“(h) The Corporation may request the assistance and advice of any officer or 
employee of any Federal agency or instrumentality. Such agencies and instru- 
mentalities are authorized to make such personnel available to the Corporation 
upon mutually agreeable terms with or without reimbursement.” 

Sec. 8. Section 3 of said Act is hereby amended by changing the number thereof 
to subsection (i) of section 4 and by adding thereto the following: 

“As employed in this Act, the term ‘Pacific Northwest’ means the area com- 
prising the States of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, and that part of the 
State of Montana which lies west of the Continental Divide. 

“As employed in this Act, the term ‘project’ means any water resource de- 
velopment which includes electrical generating equipment or which by con- 
trolling stream flows directly affects the production of electric power at any 
other water resource development, and any thermal or atomic-powered plant 
for the generation of electric power.” 

Sec. 9. (a) Subsection (a) of section 5 of said Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking the first sentence and inserting the following in lieu thereof : 
“Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Corporation is authorized and directed 
to construct and to schedule the construction of generating and transmission 
facilities, or to purchase and exchange power, so as to fulfill the net power 
needs of all members of the public who require its service as a wholesaler 
within the Pacific Northwest and who desire and are willing to enter into 
contracts to purchase their net wholesale power requirements from the Corpo- 
ration. 

“If, in preparing advance programs for future power sales, the Corporation 
estimates that power supply will not be sufficient to meet such net power re- 
quirements, the Corporation is authorized to distribute subsequently available 
new supplies of power so as to assure that there shall be no unreasonable geo- 
graphic concentration of the power sold by the Corporation, taking into account 
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the location of power producing projects and the other physical contributions 
to the generation of power, the population, and the promotion of the diversified 
agricultural, industrial and economic development, of the several States of the 
Basin, consistent with the preference provisions of sections 4 and 5 hereof 
within any State or area.” 

Sec. 10. Section 5 of said Act, as amended, is further amended by adding 
thereto the following new subsection : 

“(e@) The Corporation may enter into agreements with its power customers 
and power systems interconnected with its facilities for the performance of 
operating and maintenance services, emergency repairs, or the maintenance of 
power facilities on a reimbursable, exchange or replacement basis.” 

Sec. 11. Section 6 of said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 6. (a) Schedules of rates and charges for the services to be contracted 
hereunder, including but not limited to those for the sale of electric power and 
energy, and for the use of transmission facilities in carrying energy generated 
at non-Federal projects shall be established by the Corporation from time to 
time with a view to encouraging the widest possible diversified use of electric 
energy at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound business 
principles, but not less than those which will produce revenues at least sufficient 
in the aggregate to cover all costs of generating, purchasing, and marketing 
power for which the Operating Fund of the Corporation may be used in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 11 of this Act. Rate schedules may provide 
for uniform rates, or rates uniform throughout prescribed transmission areas, 
in order to extend the benefits of an integrated transmission system and en- 
courage the equitable distribution of electric energy to the maximum numbers of 
consumers at the lowest possible price. 

“(b) The Corporation shall determine (1) the costs of its facilities and 
properties, including land and interests in land, and (2) the costs of operating 
and maintaining such facilities, of purchasing electric energy and of carrying 
on the other activities of the Corporation, and shall at all times maintain com- 
plete and accurate books of account, including with respect to its purchase, 
generation, transmission, and disposition of electric energy, accounts kept in 
accordance with section 303 of the Federal Power Act, as amended. 

“(c¢) Allocations of costs for any multipurpose water resource project, the 
construction or repayment of which is financed in whole or in part from funds 
of the Corporation, shall be made in accordance with this section. 

“There shall be established a Joint Cost Allocation Board consisting of one 
representative of the Corporation appointed by the general manager, one 
representative of the Secretary of the Interior, and one representative of the 
Secretary of the Army, hereinafter referred to as the ‘Joint Board.’ Whenever 
the Joint Board is considering the allocation of costs of a project serving any 
purpose under the primary jurisdiction of any other department or independent 
agency, a representative of each such department or agency shall be added to 
the Joint Board. The Joint Board shall meet in the Pacific Northwest. The 
Joint Board may establish principles and procedures governing allocations of 
costs, and shall determine allocations of costs for specific projects as herein 
provided. 

“Any report submitted to Congress by the Corporation or by a Federal con- 
structing agency requesting authorization, initial appropriations, approval for 
the start of construction, or modification for any project or separate division 
thereof governed by this section, shall include a tentative allocation of costs 
made by the agency submitting the report and approved by the Joint Board. 
If the Joint Board does not approve the allocation made by the agency, the 
report shall contain the proposed allocation together with the comments and 
recommendations of the Joint Board. 

“Within one year after the substantial completion of any project, the Joint 
Board shall make a final allocation of costs. If the final allocation has the 
unanimous approval of the Joint Board and the approval of the Board of Direc- 
tors, and if the percentage of nonreimbursable cost is not more than 5 per 
centum greater than the tentative allocation as submitted by the agency or 
as modified pursuant to the direction of the Congress, the final allocation shall 
become effective upon its adoption by the Joint Board. Otherwise the final 
allocation shall become effective only upon its approval or modification by Con- 
gress or upon it having lain before each House of Congress for one full regular 
session without having been disapproved by Congress. 
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“When justified by changed operations, or benefits of a project, final allocations 
of cost may be modified in accordance with the above procedure. Any final 
allocations of cost made prior to the effective date of this amendment shall 
remain in effect unless modified in accordance with this section. 

“Except where Congress expressly authorizes allocations to specific additional 
purposes, costs of multiple purpose water resource projects shall be allocated 
under this subsection among the folowing purposes only: (1) generation, trans- 
mission, and disposition of electric energy; (2) reclamation; (3) domestic, 
municipal, or industrial water supply; (4) flood control; (5) navigation; (6) 
preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; (7) recreation development ; 
(8) pollution control or abatement; and (9) watershed management. 

“Costs with respect to facilities and activities serving more than one pur- 
pose shall be allocated among such purposes in proportion to the distribution 
of the benefits provided. Costs with respect to facilities and activities serving 
only one purpose shall be allocated to that purpose. 

“Allocations of costs of any multipurpose atomic power facilities financed or 
repayable in whole or in part by the Corporation shall be made in accordance 
with this subsection by a Joint Atomic Cost Allocation Board consisting of a 
representative of the Corporation appointed by the general manager and a 
representative of the Atomic Energy Commission appointed by the Chairman 
thereof. This Board shall meet in the Pacific Northwest.” 

Sec. 12. Section 7 of said Act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 7. (a) The Corporation shall operate and maintain any power and re- 
lated facilities constructed or acquired by it pursuant to this Act. The Cor- 
poration shall reimburse the Federal agency operating and maintaining any 
hydroelectric or other project from which it receives power under section 4(a) 
of this Act for the costs of such operation and maintenance which are allocated 
or properly chargeable to the production of electric power. In acordance with 
the schedules provided under subsection 12(h) of this Act, the Corporation 
shall repay to the Federal Treasury all project capital costs allocated to power 
production and not contributed by it. 

“(b) Any Federal agency having data or information pertinent to the func- 
tions of the Corporation is authorized and directed to make such information 
available to the Corporation and to cooperate and counsel fully with the Corpo- 
ration in the planning of the Corporation’s advance program and annual budget 
program as requested and in the planning and implementation of its own func- 
tions in the comprehensive development of the natural resources of the Pacific 
Northwest. The Corporation is authorized to cooperate with, carry out its 
functions through, and utilize the work and services of any Federal or State 
agency upon such terms and conditions as may be agreed upon by the Corpora- 
tion and such agency, and the advance of funds made available in acordance 
with the terms and conditions and for the purposes of this Act is hereby author- 
ized. Any agreement for the construction, operation, or maintenance of any 
electric power facilities by a non-Federal agency shall be at least as favorable to 
the United States as if the facilities were constructed, operated, or maintained 
by the Corporation or the appropriate Federal agency. 

“(c) Nothing in this Act shall affect or in any way interfere with the laws 
of any State relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water 
used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Corporation, 
in carrying out the provisions of this Act, shall proceed in conformity with such 
laws, and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of the Federal 
Government or of any landowner, appropriator, or user of water in, to, or from 
any interstate stream or the waters thereof. 

“(d) Except as may be otherwise expressly authorized by the Congress, 
penstocks and other facilities adapted to possible future use in the development 
of hydroelectric power shall be installed in any Federal dam hereafter con- 
structed in the Pacific Northwest when and as recommended by the Corporation.” 

Sec. 13. Section 8 of said Act is hereby amended by striking the figure “$500” 
appearing therein and substituting therefor the following: “$2,500; or (4) in 
any instance in which authority for the Corporation to negotiate purchases and 
contracts for property or services is authorized by the General Services Ad- 
ministrator pursuant to the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended ;”’. 

Sec. 14. Section 9 of said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 9. Except as may be otherwise expressly authorized by the Congress, 
effective on the effective date of this Act— 
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“(a) section 5 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (Public, Numbered 534, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, second session), shall no longer apply to projects 
located in the Pacific Northwest ; 

“(b) the first proviso clause set forth in that portion of section 2 of the 
River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 (Public, Numbered 14, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, first session), authorizing projects on the Snake 
River, Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, in accordance with House Document 
704, Seventy-sixth Congress, and the first proviso clause of that portion of 
said section 2 of said Act authorizing the construction of the Umatilla 
(McNary) Dam, Oregon and Washington, are repealed ; 

“(¢) all provisions of other Acts authorizing or directing any Federal 
agency or official to enter into contracts or otherwise sell or dispose of 
electric power and energy not required for project uses from any Federal 
project located in the Pacific Northwest are modified to the extent necessary 
to comply with the provisions of this Act. Nothing in this Act shall change, 
with respect to any reclamation project heretofore authorized (including 
Indian irrigation projects), the requirements of any existing Act with 
respect to (1) the repayment period established for the nonpower costs of 
such project, (2) the use of power revenues for repayment of any portion 
of the costs of such project allocated to purposes other than power, (3) the 
rate of interest to be charged with respect to the repayment of any of the 
nonpower costs of such project or the application to be made of the interest 
component, (4) any reservation of power or energy for use for specific 
project or nonproject purposes or for use in any State or area, or (5) any 
special rates, or special factors affecting rates, with respect to any power 
or energy required to be so reserved ; 

“(d) section 6 of the Act of July 2 27, 1954 (Public, Numbered 544, Eightvy- 
third Congress, second session), is amended by changing the terms ‘Bonne- 
ville Power Administrator’ and ‘Secretary of the Interior’ to ‘Columbia 
River Development Corporation’ and by changing ‘Bonneville Project Act’ 
to ‘Columbia River Development Corporation Act’ ; 

“(e) the provisions of section 8 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 
891), shall apply to any project constructed by the Corps of Engineers and 
financed in whole or in part by the Corporation pursuant to this Act when- 
ever the Corporation and the Secretary of the Army determine, upon recom- 
mendation by the Secretary of the Interior, that such project may be utilized 
for irrigation purposes ; 

“(f) the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 319) shall 
apply to any project constructed pursuant to this Act; and 

“(g) with respect to any project constructed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and financed in whole or in part by the Corporation pursuant to this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall have the same authority as is 
conferred upon the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army by 
section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1266).” 

Sec. 15. Section 10 of said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 10. (a) The Corporation shall, subject to the civil-service laws and 
regulations and the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as amended, employ and 
fix the compensation of such officers, employees, attorneys, agents, and consultants 
as are necessary for the transaction of its business, define their duties, require 
bonds of such of them as the general manager may designate, the premiums 
for which shall be paid by the Corporation, and provide a system of organization 
to fix responsibility and promote efficiency. Subject to the provisions of this 
Act, the Corporation is authorized to deal collectively with its employees through 
representatives of their own choosing and is authorized to enter into written 
or oral agreements with such employee representatives. 

“(b) In the employment, selection, classification, and promotion of officers and 
employees of the Corporation, no political test or qualification shall be permitted 
or given consideration, but all such employments and promotions shall be given 
and made on the basis of merit and efficiency. It shall be unlawful to make or 
assist in the making of or cause to be made any employment, selection, classifi- 
eation, or promotion of any officer or employee of the Corporation on the basis 
of or because of any political qualification or test. Any officer or employee of 
the Corporation who is found to be guilty of a violation of this subsection shall 
be removed by the general manager. 

“(c) The benefits of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act (39 Stat. 743), 
as amended, shall extend to persons given employment pursuant to subsection 
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(a) of this section; and the right to benefits under such Act, as amended, shall 
be exclusive and in place of any and all other liability of the Corporation and 
the United States to pay damages or workmen’s compensation to such persons, 
or to the dependents, next of kin, or legal representatives of such persons, or 
to any person otherwise entitled to recover damages, on account of injury or 
death within the purview of such Act. 

“(d) (1) All laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcon- 
tractors in the performance of work within the United States, financed in whole 
or in part with Federal funds under the provisions of this Act, pursuant to 
contracts in excess of $2,000 for the construction, alteration, or repair of build- 
ings, dams, locks, or other structures or facilities, shall be paid wages at rates 
not less than those prevailing on similar work in the locality as determined by 
the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended 
(40 U.S.C. 276a—276a-5), and every such employee shall receive compensation at 
a rate not less than one and one-half times his basic rate of pay for all hours 
worked in any workweek in excess of eight hours in any workday or forty hours 
in the workweek, as the case may be. The Corporation shall not make any 
payment of Federal funds without first obtaining adequate assurance that these 
labor standards will be maintained. 

“(2) The Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect to the labor standards 
specified in paragraph (1) of this subsection, the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176, 64 Stat. 1267, 
5 U.S.C. 1332-15), and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (48 
Stat. 948, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276c). 

“(e) The Corporation is authorized to request the assistance and advice of 
any officer, agent, or employee of any executive department, independent oflice, 
or agency of the United States to enable the Corporation the better to carry out 
its powers successfully. The executive departments and independent offices and 
agencies of the United States are authorized to make such officers, agents, and 
employees available to the Corporation with or without reimbursement upon 
terms mutually agreeable to such department, independent office, or agency and 
the Corporation. 

““(f) The Corporation shall contribute to the civil-service retirement and dis- 
ability fund, on the basis of annual billings as determined by the Civil Service 
Commission, for that part of the Government’s share of the cost, which is not 
covered by the Corporation’s contribution under section 4(a) of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, of the Civil Service Retirement System applicable to the Cor- 
poration’s employees and their beneficiaries. The Corporation shall also con- 
tribute to the employee’s compensation fund, on the basis of annual billings as 
determined by the Secretary of Labor, for the benefit payments made from such 
fund on account of the Corporation’s employees. The annual billings shall also 
include a statement of the fair portion of the cost of the administration of the 
respective funds, which shall be paid by the Corporation into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts.” 

Sec. 16. Section 11 of said Act, as amended, is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 11. (a) To carry out the functions authorized by this Act, there is 
authorized to be established in the Treasury of the United States a Columbia 
River Development Corporation Operating Fund (hereinafter referred to as the 
‘Operating Fund’). The capital of the Operating Fund shall consist of the 
funds transferred to the Corporation in accordance with subsection 12(b) of 
this Act, funds credited to the Operating Fund under subsection (d) (8) of this 
section, all appropriations made to the Corporation as authorized by subsection 
(e) of this section, and all revenues, gifts, or other income received by the 
Corporation. 

“(b) Expenditures from the Operating Fund may be made for any purposes 
necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act, including, but 
not limited to— 

“(1) the payment of administrative expenses of the Corporation; 

“(2) the expenses of operating the Corporation’s power system and main- 
taining its properties, including advances to Federal agencies supplying 
power to it for their operating and maintenance costs allocated to the 
generation of such power ; 

“(3) payments for the operation or rental of facilities or for the purchase 
of energy or water ; 

“(4) all capital costs of expanding the Corporation’s power system, in- 
cluding contributions to other agencies for the costs of projects allocated to 
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electric power production under subsections 3(b) and 3(f) of this Act, and 
all costs of acquisition, construction, improvement, and replacement of 
equipment, facilities, or other properties as authorized in this Act; 

“(5) interest and principal on all obligations issued under subsections 
(ec) and (d) of this section ; 

“(6) all interest and principal payments required for the service and 
retirement of the Capital Fund ; and 

“(7) to provide reserves in such amount and manner as the Corporation 
and the Secretary of the Treasury may deem necessary and appropriate. 

“(e) In order to finance the authorized acquisition, construction, improvement, 
and replacement of facilities or other property, to provide necessary working 
capital, and to refund its outstanding obligations, the Corporation may from 
time to time issue to the Secretary of the Treasury negotiable interest-bearing 
obligations, secured by a pledge of its revenues to the extent required for the 
payment of the interest on and principal of such obligations and redeemable at 
the option of the Corporation before maturity in such manner as may be 
stipulated in such obligations, subject to the following conditions: 

“(1) Each issue of such obligations shall mature in not to exceed fifty 
years, and provision shall be made, by serial maturities, sinking fund pay- 
ments, or otherwise, for the complete amortization and retirement of each 
issue of such obligations within a period of fifty years from date of issuance. 

“(2) The amount of any such issue added to the outstanding long-term 
obligations of the Corporation, not including the Capital Fund, shall not 
exceed $750,000,000. 

““(3) No such obligations shall be issued except upon terms and pursuant to 
arrangements approved by the Secretary of the Treasury as hereinafter provided 
and except in accordance with the limitations of subsection (d) of this section, 
except that thé determination of the Corporation regarding the need for and the 
approximate timing of any proposed issue shall be final. 

“(d) In order to effectuate the purposes of this Act— 

(1) the Corporation shall at all times keep the Secretary of the Treasury 
informed concerning its fiscal operations and status and, not less than once 
each year, shall transmit to him a report containing an estimate of its capital 
requirements for the ensuing six years, its earnings and expenses during the 
same period, and such supplemental information as it deems necessary and 
appropriate or as he may request ; 

“(2) as soon as practicable after the Corporation considers it probable 
that additional obligations must be issued, but not less than ninety days 
preceding the approximate proposed date of issue of such obligations, it shall 
consult with the Secretary of the Treasury, or such officer as he may 
designate, regarding the probable terms and arrangements pertaining to 
such obligations. If after such preliminary consultation the Corporation 
decides to proceed with the issuance of such obligations, it shall so inform 
the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall set the exact terms and date of the 
issue. The rate of interest of such obligations shall be determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, taking into consideration the current average 
rate on outstanding marketable obligations of the United States as of the 
last day of the month preceding issuance of the obligations of the Corpo- 
ration ; and 

“(3) the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to pur- 
chase any obligations of the Corporation issued hereunder if he is satisfied 
that it appears reasonably probable that all installments of principal and 
interest on such obligations will be met from revenues of the Corporation. 
For the purposes of this subsection the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized to use as a public debt transaction the proceeds from the sale 
of any securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, 
and the purposes for which securities may be issued under said Act are 
extended to include any purchases of the Corporation’s obligations here- 
under, All sums loaned to the Corporation in accordance with this sub- 
section shall be credited to the Operating Fund upon the date of issuance 
of the obligations purchased by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

“‘(e) Appropriations to carry out any of the purposes of this Act are hereby 
authorized. 

“(f) At the start of the session of Congress commencing during the sixth 
year after the effective date of this Act, the Corporation shall submit to the 
President and the Congress a report on the operation of the financing method 
herein provided and its recommendation concerning the permanent method of 
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financing to be provided for the Corporation, based upon its experience to 
that time and such additional investigations as it may find necessary or useful. 
The provisions of this section shall remain in effect until expressly amended 
by the Congress.” 

Sec. 17. Section 12 of said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 12. (a) The properties, facilities, contracts, accounts receivable, and 
miscellaneous and other assets of the Bonneville Power Administration are 
hereby transferred to the Corporation, and such transfer shall be carried out by 
the Secretary of the Interior at the earliest feasible time after such effective 
date. 

“(b) In connection with the transfer under subsection (a) of this section, 
the unexpended balances of funds appropriated or otherwise made available 
for the construction, operation, or maintenance of any property or activity of 
the Bonneville Power Administration and any balance in the special fund 
receipt account into which revenue from the sale of electric energy by the 
Bonneville Power Administrator are payable pursuant to Executive Order 
Numbered 8256, dated August 26, 1950, shall be transferred to the Corporation. 
All funds transferred hereunder shall be available for expenditure and shall be 
expended in the same manner and to the same extent as all other funds of the 
Corporation, except that they shall be expended by the Corporation subject to 
such limitations as may be prescribed by any applicable appropriation Act during 
such period as may elapse between their transfer and the approval by the 
Congress of the first subsequent annual budget program of the Corporation. 

“(e) The Corporation shall assume all of the obligations and liabilities of the 
United States pertaining to any properties and contracts transferred to the 
Corporation, except that in the sale or disposition of energy from any generating 
facility completed after the effective date of this Act the Corporation shall not 
be bound by the provision of any contract which purports to restrict sales 
for industrial purposes in any manner not expressly provided by this Act. 

“(d) Upon the transfer pursuant to subsections (a) and (b), the Corporation 
shall become liable to the United States for the cost of all assets transferred to 
it in accordance with said subsections, including all unexpended appropriated 
sums so transferred, less such sums as shall have been repaid prior to such 
transfer. The liability so incurred shall be repaid as provided in this Act. In 
the event of a disagreement over the amount or repayment of such liability, the 
matter shall be referred to the Comptroller General of the United States, 
whose decision shall be final. 

“(e) Employees of the Bonneville Power Administration shall, at the time of 
transfer under this section, become employees of the Corporation. 

“(f) There is hereby authorized to be established in the Treasury of the 
United States a Columbia River Development Corporation Capital Fund (here- 
inafter referred to as the ‘Capital Fund’). The capital of the Capital Fund 
shall consist of (1) the amount of the initial liability incurred by the Corpora- 
tion under subsections (a), (b), and (d) of this section, (2) all appropriated 
funds subsequently received by the Corporation and not expressly excepted by 
the Congress from inclusion in the Capital Fund, and (3) all capital costs of 
Federal projects in the Pacific Northwest allocated to the production of power 
delivered to the Corporation and not contributed by the Corporation, less the 
amounts of such costs repaid from power revenues. 

“(g) The Corporation shall pay into miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury 
at the close of each fiscal year interest on the unrepaid balance of the Capital 
Fund at a rate determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into con- 
sideration the average rate on outstanding interest-bearing marketable public 
debt obligations of the United States. 

“(h) The principal of the Capital Fund shall be repaid from the Operating 
Fund under the following schedules: (1) As to the initial liability incurred 
under subsections (a), (b), and (d) of this section, over a period of fifty years 
from the effective date of this Act, (2) as to appropriated funds subsequently 
received by the Corporation, over a period of fifty years from the date of such 
receipt, and (3) as to unrepaid capital costs of projects allocated to the pro- 
duction of power and not contributed by the Corporation, fifty years from the 
effective date of this Act. Equal annual payments shall not be required, but 
as to each class of payments 20 per centum of the principal shall be paid by 
the end of each ten-year period of the term involved. 

“(i) Unless or until a system of capital accounting has been established in 
the Treasury of the United States, in any accounting computation involving the 
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total of the national debt such total as otherwise computed shall be reduced by 
the sum of the Capital Fund and the total of the outstanding obligations of the 
Corporation held by the Secretary of the Treasury.” 

Seo. 18. Said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended by adding thereto 
the following new sections: 

“Sro. 14. The consent of Congress is hereby given to the States of Idaho, Mon- 
tana, Oregon, and Washington to negotiate and enter into a compact providing 
in whole or in part for the assumption of the functions, duties, and powers of 
the Corporation upon condition that one qualified person shall be appointed by 
the President who shall participate in said negotiations as the representative 
of the United States and shall make report to the Congress of the proceedings 
and of any compact entered into. Any such compact shall not be binding or 
obligatory upon any of the parties thereto unless and until the same shall have 
been ratified by the legislature of each of the four States and thereafter con- 
sented to by the Congress of the United States. 

“Sec. 15. This Act may be cited as the ‘Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion Act’.” 

Sec. 19. Said Act, as amended, is hereby further amended by striking the word 
“Administrator” wherever it appears therein and substituting therefor the word 
“Corporation” and by striking the pronouns “he” or “his’ wherever they appear 
therein with reference to the Administrator and substituting therefor the pro- 
nouns “‘it’”’ or “its” respectively. 

Sec. 20. The amendments made by this Act shall be effective on such date, not 
more than six months after the date of enactment of this Act, as may be desig- 

ated by the President, except that effective on such date of enactment and in 
accordance with such amendments (1) the members of the Board of Directors 
and the general manager may be appointed, and (2) such other officers and 
employees may. be appointed and such expenditures made as may be necessary 
prior to the effective date of such amendments. The President is authorized to 
make available such funds appropriated to the Bonneville Power Administration 
as may be necessary to defray the costs of such activities until the effective date 
of such amendments. 


Senator Neunercer. With that, I will call our first witness, who is 
Mr. Warne Nunn, of Salem, who will present the statement of the 
distinguished Governor-elect of the State of Oregon, Mr. Mark Hat- 
field. Mr. Nunn, please. 


STATEMENT OF MARK HATFIELD, SECRETARY OF STATE OF THE 
STATE OF OREGON, AS PRESENTED BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE WARNE NUNN 


Mr. Nunn. Senator Neuberger, Senator-elect Gruening, gentle- 
men, Mr. Hatfield couldn’t be present this morning, so he asked me to 
present this testimony for him. This is prepared testimony, prepared 
by Mr. Hatfield, addressed to the Senate Subcommittee on Flood 
Control, Rivers’ and Harbors, relating to the bill for the Columbia 
River Development Corporation. 

(The statement read is as follows :) 

On numerous occasions my position with regard to the creation of a 
regional power corporation has been made very clear. I endorse the 
concept of such a corporation. This proposed bill is a substantial 
improvement over earlier drafts of such legislation. In general, I 
support the proposals of this most recent draft. There are, however, 
several points which would appear to demand further improvement 
and clarification. 

First, it should be pointed out that since I will not assume the office 
of Governor of the State of Oregon for several weeks, I have not 
been in a position to discuss this proposed legislation in an official 
manner with the appropriate State agencies, boards, and commis- 


. 
{ 
i 
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sions. I would request, therefore, that an opportunity be presented 
to me to provide additional material at a later date after I have 

thoroughly explored this subject with appropriate agencies of the 
State of Oregon. 

Second, the committee print of the bill has been available to me for 
only a very few days. It has, therefore, been possible to give only 
preliminary study to this draft. This makes necessary the reserva- 
tion that my observations today must be subject to any revisions 
which appear to me to be desirable after a thorough analysis has been 
completed. Such revisions would, however, be technical in detail and 
in accord with the basic concept of a region: al power corporation. 

In endorsing the proposal of a regional power corporation during 
the recent Oregon gubernatorial campaign, I established two spec ific 
qualifications which are fundamental to the rights and interests of the 
people of Oregon. These were that any final proposal must provide: 

1. Adequate regional control of planning and policy; and 

2. Equitable distribtuion of power produced with assurance that 
each area may for itself determine the method of distribuiton. 

These qualifications were explained in greater detail with the sug- 
— that acceptable legislation should provide : 

Specific assurance that Oregon would not be subjected to dis- 
citainatiy in power supply, rates, or service ; 

2. Assurance that technically qualified personnel would control the 
affairs of the agency, thereby removing the agency from political dom- 
ination ; 

3. Safeguards against authoritarianism by— 

(a) Subjecting the regional corporation to regulation of 
affairs in the general public interest; and 

(d) Limiting its powers of eminent domain to those necessary 
for the construction of new vower facilities. 

Measurement of this proposed legislation against these standards 
very clearly indicates that the proposal at hand represents a substantial 
improvement over any drafts which have previously come to my atten- 
tion. There are, however, several areas which appear to need clari- 
fication or strengthening if we are to be sure that the interests of 
Oregon’s citizens are to be properly protected. 

This proposed bill does not appear to properly meet the requirement 
of “adequate regional control of planning and policy.” It provides 
that the “executive management of the corporation shall be vested in a 
general manager” who shall be appointed by the President. There is 
no mention of any technical qualifications being prerequisite to this 
appointment. 

It further provides for a board of five directors, one from among 
the residents of each of the States of the Northwest, to be appointed 
by the President. 

However, the board of directors is limited to the responsibility to— 

advise and assist the general manager in the performance of his duties and in 
the formulation of general policy. 
The board of directors, with its regional representation, could thereby 
be relegated to little more than an advisory role with the general 
manager placed in a position to accept or ignore board recommenda- 
tions as he saw fit. 
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I am certain that the States of the area involved would feel greater 
assurance of necessary regional control if the board were to be clearly 
established as the policymaking body. Additionally, the board should 
have the eorienaibility of the appointment of the general manager. 

Section 9(a) of the bill, which may be termed a “public utility 
responsibility” clause, appears to be a vital step forward in assuring 
that power needs in all the Northwest States will be met and in pro- 
tecting Oregon from what could be crippling discrimination under the 
so-called public preference clause. 

The interest of Oregon demands, however, that this part of the 
bill be very carefully reviewed in order to completely assure that 
Oregon will receive a fair share of the power produced and will not 
be subject to discrimination. A possible solution might be found in 
the development of a formula of allocation on a fair and equitable 
basis among the States. 

Reference was made earlier to the need for assurance that technically 
qualified personnel would control the affairs of the agency, thus assur- 
ing its removal from political domination. One possible way to achieve 
this goal would be to provide some means by which representatives of 
the electric systems now serving consumers in the Pacific Northwest 
could have a voice in policy determination through membership on the 
advisory committee. Another method would be by prescribing mini- 
mum technical qualifications of key administrative personnel since the 
absence of such requirements appears to invite political appointments. 

The need for safeguards against authoritarianism by making a 
regional corporation subject to regulation of its affairs in the general 

ublic interest has already been mentioned. The present bill provides 

or no such regulation. ‘The corporation, as proposed, is autonomous. 
I question that such complete autonomy is necessary and desirable. At 
present, the Federal Power Commission approves Bonneville Power 
Administration rates. I am not aware of any reasons why such regu- 
lation in the general public interest should not be desirable if we have 
a regional corporation. 

If I understand the provisions of section 3(e) of the bill correctly, 
the corporation has authority to export not only power, but water, from 
the Pacific Northwest to other parts of the country. I seriously ques- 
tion that the citizens of Oregon, as well as the other States of the 
region, are willing that this type of authority be placed in the hands 
of an autonomous regional corporation. 

Oregon, in its laws, lists 10 “beneficial uses” of water. In this pro- 
posed legislation, it appears that only rights relating to or acquired 
under State laws concerning the control, appropriation, use or distri- 
bution of water used for irrigation are protected. This protection 
should be enlarged to include all rights acquired under State laws 
concerning the control, appropriation, use or distribution of water used 
for any beneficial use. 

Let me reiterate that I heartily endorse the principle of a regional 
power corporation. As Governor-elect of the State of Oregon I wish 
to lend my support to any program that will promote the orderly plan- 
ning and development of our maximum hydroelectric power potential. 

At the same time, however, it is my responsibility to assure that this 
development gives proper and adequate consideration to the interests 
of the citizens of my own State. It is for this reason that these ques- 
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tions have been raised, not as insurmountable obstacles, but as areas 
which can and must be satisfactorily resolved in the best interests of 
all concerned. 

I agree that maximum development of a complete river basin re- 
quires a regional viewpoint rather than one limited by artificial bound- 
aries. Those artificial boundaries are nonetheless fundamental to our 
republican organization of government. The danger in overemphasiz- 
ing the regional approach is in the possible violation of the rights 
of the individual States and of their citizens. 

A regional corporation, as any other governmental body, must be 
responsive to the will of the people. A regional corporation is not 
incompatible with our long-accepted concepts of State control of 
natural resources. We must assure ourselves, however, that any leg- 
islation provides the necessary safeguards. In my opinion, the bill 
being studied goes a long way in advancing toward the attainment 
of this goal. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Nunn. Senator 
Gruening, do you have any questions? 

Senator-elect GruENING. No. 

Senator Neusercer. Do any of you other gentlemen have any ques- 
tions of Mr. Nunn? 

Mr. Mapes. I was only concerned with one problem there, Mr. Nunn, 
relating to, I believe you said, shipment of water out of the area. 
I think there is a misunderstanding of section 3(e) perhaps. That’s 
the section you referred to. 

Mr. Nunn. Yes. You will note that Mr. Hatfield’s testimony is 
prefaced by saying, “If I understand the provisions of section 3(e) of 
the bill correctly * * *.” Frankly, we did not have time to give it the 
thorough study that was necessary. We felt that we should raise that 
warning signal to point out whether this would be included in this 
authority. 

Mr. Mapes. I think section 3(e) may be rewritten, but I think it 
should be pointed out for the sake of the record that the Corporation 
actually has no authority over the water itself, that is, to handle the 
control of the river, or, as you say, shipping it out of the area. 

Secondly, I think this provision was made mainly to permit con- 
tracting with Canada for control of the Columbia River flowing down 
across the border. It does not relate to any of the water of the Colum- 
bia River going to any other region. 

Mr. Nunn. I assume, with relation to power, it does provide for a 
sale or exchange of power in the areas, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Mares. That’s correct, yes. 

Mr. Nunn. It seemed to us, in the time we had to study the bill, 
that the same power was granted with relation to water, but we 
are perhaps incorrect. At least, we feel we want assurance on this 

oint. 
F Senator Neusercer. Any questions, Mr. Linde? 

Mr. Lanne. No. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Nunn, I would like to make several obser- 
vations. To begin. with, we're very grateful for the Governor-elect 
presenting this testimony through you, and I personally am pleased 
that he approves of the bill in principle. 
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I would like to comment and ask you several questions about some of 
the specific objections, which the Governor-elect has raised, to specific 
terms in the bill. It said on page 3 with respect to the general man- 
ager: 

There is no mention of any technical qualifications being prerequisite to this 
appointment. 

I'd like to ask you this because perhaps you can inform me on it, and 
I’m not too well acquainted although perhaps I should be. In the laws 
of our State, there are a great many appointments that are made, such as 
chancellor of higher education, director of the State game commission, 
director of the fish commission, and so forth. Is there spelled out in 
law the technical qualifications for those positions ? 

Mr. Nunn. I can’t give you any complete answer, Senator. In some 
cases, there are qualifications; in some cases, there are not. In some 
cases, the qualifications are very general; in other cases, they’re rather 
specific. 

Senator Nrusercer. It’s been my impression that in most of the 
appointments in our State, that the Governor is permitted to appoint 
almost anybody who satisfies the various requirements of citienzship. 

This is what I’m disturbed about. I like to feel in a bill that the 
President of the United States, no matter who he is, or no matter 
which party he represents, will appoint somebody who is technically 
qualified, and I dislike spelling out by law anything which will tie the 
President’s hands, and, if I’m not mistaken, there are very few laws of 
our State which tie the Governor’s hand as to appointments, and that is 
the reason why in this draft of the bill we have more or less relied on 
the judgment and good faith of whomever the President of the United 
States may be when this law is put into effect, and I just wanted you to 
understand that. I wanted the record to show that. 

Now, just one other question I'd like to ask you. I think, when you 
refer to the preference clause in the Governor-elect’s testimony, I trust 
that you and he are aware that in this new committee print of the bill, 
we have added a clause, which would give the Regional Corporation the 
authority to prevent any one State or locality from monopolizing the 
power to be generated on the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
You’re aware of that, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Nunn. We're aware of section 9a of the bill, which, I believe, is 
the one you refer to, the public utility responsibility clause, is that 
correct ? 

Senator Neupercer. That is correct. 

Mr. Nunn. Yes, we’re aware of that. 

Senator Nrusercer. Now, the Governor-elect’s testimony says: 

A possible solution might be found in the development of a formula of allocation 
on a fair and equitable basis among the States. 

Have you or he given any thought to some specific formula you 
could suggest to us on this? 

Mr. Nunn. He has given thought to such a formula, but is not 
prepared to present it in any form at this time. I know it’s been 
studied by a good many people, and, as far as I know, nobody has 
come up with any formula. 

Senator Neusercer. Let me say this, that, so far as I am concerned, 
I’m certainly open-minded on this, as I believe the modifications we’ve 
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already provided will indicate, and if Governor Hatfield has any 
proposals on this, I wish you w ould tell him that we would very much 
appreciate receiving them. 

I want you to convey to him one of the fears that has been in my 
mind with respect to putting into effect a rigid formula of alloc: ation 
among the States, and that is this, whether we in Oregon like it or not, 
most of the power in the Columbia River system is ‘generated i in the 
State of Washington, and I want Mr. Mapes to check me on this; I 
think a Federal Power Commission survey has shown that of the 
remaining potential available in our region, there is about three times 
as much available in the State of W ashington as there is in the State 
of Oregon. Isthat correct as to pr oportion, Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mapes. I believe it’s just between two and a half and three times, 
Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. And what I’m afraid of is that, if we set rigid 
lines, the people of the State of Washington will then insist that all 
the power generated geographically in their State, at the two largest 
projects, for example, Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph, plus all “the 

uture sites, should go to the State of Washington, and it would seem 
to me that, if we left it a little more flexible and up to the Corporation 
to prevent : any one State from monopolizing it—which would mean we 
wouldn’t want the State of Washington. to monopolize it because of 
their abundance of public agencies and also because of their abundance 
of powersites—that that might be better for Oregon than to set up a 
rigid formula. 

I recall some years ago, when there was discussion of a rigid for- 
mula, that I think the “Seattle Chamber of Commerce immediately 
adopted a resolution suggesting that all the power generated in W ash- 
ington on the Columbia River system go to W ashington, and I’m 
afraid of inviting something like that, if you understand what I mean. 

That’s why I felt, although I could be mistaken, that the flexible 
adjustment of the preference clause provided in this committee print 

might, in the long run, be better for Oregon, Idaho, and Montana than 
any rigid allocation among the States. 

Mr. Nunn. Yes. Well, you will notice in the testimony it is pro- 
vided that Governor -elect ‘Hatfield is merely saying that we must 
assure ourselves that the State of Oregon does get a fair and equitable 
share, and possibly this particular provision “takes care of it. We 
haven’t had time to study it thoroughly enough to satisfy ourselves 
that it does. We just wanted to make the reservation for further 
study. 

Senator Neupercer. I just want you to inform the Governor-elect 
that this provision was put in in an effort to achieve that goal. If it 
doesn’t wholly accomplish it, we are certainly open to suggestions 
which will do so, but that was the effort that we had in mind when we 
added this. 

Thank you so much, and please thank Governor-elect Hatfield for 
his testimony. 

The next witness is Mr. Halvorson, whose initials are not listed, 
representing the Associated General Contractors of America. 
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STATEMENT OF CARL M. HALVORSON, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
PORTLAND CHAPTER, ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS, 
HEAVY DIVISION 


Mr. Hatvorson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Carl M. Halvorson, vice president of the Portland Chapter, 
Associated General Contractors, Heavy Division, and I welcome this 
opportunity to express the sentiments ‘of our organization relative to 
the bill on which hearings are being held here today. 

The Pacific Northwest, primarily Oregon and Washington, has 
enjoyed tremendous gr owth in recent years, and leading economists 
foresee an even wreater industrial expansion in the years ‘ahead. The 
forecasts of an ever-expanding Northwest to my knowledge have 
not been contingent upon any change in the present method of plan- 
ning, prov iding, or distributing power for the area 

The Pacific Northwest is a virile, young, and dynamic section of 
the United States, proud of its aggressiveness and dedicated to prog- 
ress under the free enterprise system. We definitely are not an 
underdeveloped area lacking in capital or know-how, and do not 
believe we should be classified as such by a paternalistic government. 

The proposal under consideration here today possibly “would have 
some merit if we were a backwoods area incapable of managing or 
developing our resources. But we are not a backwoods area, nor 
are we comparable to some of the underdeveloped sections of the 
Middle and Far East, where such formulas for development are in 
operation. : We believe that we are capable of directing and imple- 
menting our own development. 

The members of the Portland Chapter of the Associated General 
Contractors, who have invested hundreds of millions of dollars to 
build the Northwest’s dams, highways, bridges, and buildings and 
are willing to gamble millions more on the future of the area, cannot 
subseribe to a proposal that would pl vce the industrial future of the 
Pacific Northwest in the hands of 1, 3, 5 or 20 men, particularly when 
the personal qualifications, and of necessity the identity, of the men 
remain unknown. 

There can be no denial that power is an important factor in the 
growth of this area. Those who control the power largely hold the 
destiny of the Northwest in their hands. The Portland Chapter of 
Associated General Contractors is not willing to leave the future of 
the area on the doorstep of a politically appointed commission of 
tive men, regardless of their party affiliations. 

It is our considered judgement that the proposal now being studied 
carries too great a risk for any good it might accomplish. 

The Northewst is growing rapidly and orderly, and we feel its 
residents should not be treated as members of an underdevel loped mes 
underprivileged country, subject. to the authority and control of : 
superstate which could be unresponsive to the best interest of the 
Pacific Northwest as a whole. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Halvorson. Any 
other questions ¢ s 

(No response. ) 
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Senator Neusercer. I would like to ask you just one question. At 
the very conclusion of your able testimony, you said, “The North- 
west is growing rapidly and orderly * * *” 

Are you a resident of Oregon ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Are you satisfied with the economic condition 
of Oregon during the past 5 years ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. I would say that I am satisfied with the condi- 
tion. I know that we have had unemployment in our State as they 
have in many sections of the East, in New York State, parts of 
Pennsylvania and Michigan. I know unemployment has been quite 
widespread in those areas also, and when I say that I feel that we’ve 
had an orderly growth, we’ve had a terrific amount of power con- 
struction in the Northwest. 

The Corps of Engineers has analyzed the projects through a num- 
ber of reports over the years. The public utilities in the area have 
had a very substantial building program. The population has in- 
creased, I would say, quite closely to the national average, and I do 
not feel that we are a blighted area. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware that for the past 5 years we 
have had a higher winter rate of unemployment every winter than 
virtually any State in the Nation? Are you aware that right now 
every single employer in this State is paying the maximum rate of 
unemployment insurance of 2.7 percent on all his payrolls because 
of the heavy drain on our unemployment compensation reserves over 
the past 5 or 6 years? You’re an employer yourself, you must be 
aware of that. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I’m aware of that, Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of the further fact that between 


1952 and 1957 per capita average income in the Nation went up 12.3 


percent, whereas those in Oregon went up only 4.6 percent, or barely 
just about one-third of the national average ? 

The thing I don’t see is how you can say you're satisfied with the 
growth of our State, particularly when all the statistics show that 
we have suffered more than almost any other State in the Union in 
the per capita average incomes of our people in relation to the Nation 
over the past 5 years. That’s what amazes me. 

If I were to say, as the Senator of our State, that I were satisfied 
with the economic development of our State in the past 5 years, I 
think thousands of our citizens in our State, who realize what these 
figures mean, would be shocked, and that would include Republicans 
and Democrats, employers and employees. 

You talked about population. If I’m not mistaken, the State board 
of health estimates, which were recently published in the press, showed 
that we actually had lost population in the past year or so, despite 
the fact that the average birth rate in any area that’s not afllicted 
by plague or epidemic is a 1.4-percent increase over the death rate, 
which shows that we are not even maintaining that parity, and that 
many families must be leaving the State. 

The only reason that I mention this is not to argue for this bill, 
but to say that I am somewhat amazed that you express such satis- 
faction with the economic situation in Oregon. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Well, Senator, the first thing that I think I should 
say is that, while I said I personally am a resident of Oregon, this 
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association also encompasses a portion of Washington. I do feel that, | 
as far as the income in the State, that that is not necessarily a criteria 
of the well-being of the people within that State. 

For one thing, the cost of living index—and I had occasion to ex- 
amine this, not in the last year, but in the last 2 or 3 years—as an ex- 
ample, the cost of living index in the Portland area was substantially 
lower than it was in Seattle, and so a person would have to earn more 
money in that area to be on the same basis that he would in this area. 
So, there are many factors, as you know and we all know, that are 
involved in the well-being of the people, and, as far as isolating one or 
another of these specific things, in my opinion, they don’t necessarily 
make the overall picture. 

Now, as far as the bill, I think I could make a real short analysis of 
it in this way: We’re objecting to the cake, not the frosting or the fill- | 
ing, or whether there are three layers in it. It’s the idea of it. We : 
don’t think that we have to subject ourselves to an overall supertype of | | 

/ 


think that the Congress and the elected officials of the various States 
have done a very fine job in their development of this area. 

Now, we are not against public construction of dams and related : 
facilities in the Northwest. It’s just this, that we feel that the ex- | 
pares that has been gathered in the last 23 years has been of a satis- ) 

actory nature. : 

Senator Neusercer. You mentioned the State of Washington. I’m | 
going to let Mr. Mapes get for the record at this point living costs in | 
the State of Washington and the State of Oregon. It’s my impression ! 
there’s very little difference between them. i} 

i} 
: 


State, which has no direct responsibility to the citizens in the area. We | 
' 
| 
: 


(The information requested is as follows :) 


Starr Nore: No current figures are available to give exact relative figures for 
the cost of living in Seattle and Portland. The most recent statistical compari- 
son of living costs in the two cities is the “City Worker’s Family Budget” com- 
putation prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in October 1951, which gave 
the following figures for these cities : 

SE ao tain <1 cai cane aa encatiad as cehaeandcocianeaiaattanedhasade maa aia aabtaaean eke $4, 153 


This would indicate that in October 1951 the general cost of living in Seattle 
was 3.06 percent higher than in Portland. 

The Consumer Price Index can be used to bring this figure up to date with 
reasonable accuracy, with the single limitation that the CPI does not include 
State and local taxes and will therefore not reflect any changes in those two 
items since 1951 (the “City Worker’s Family Budget” figures included these 














taxes). 
The relevant CPI figures for the two cities, based on 1947-49=100, are as 
follows: 
és 
City October 1951 | October 1958 Increase 
an ne wo inal |— x | 
Percent 
ae cea cn a a ee Le 113 | 126. 1 11.6 
Pence Se 2 od Bone dnaumaieadakovemeaewra 113 | 124.5 10.2 
| | | | 
ae 
_! The CPI figures for Seattle are of necessity obtained by interpolation between figures for August and 
November in each year, the 2 closest months for which they are calculated for Seattle by the Bureau of 


Labor Statistics. 


} Applying these figures to the above figures for the “City Worker’s Family 
| Budget” gives a figure for Seattle, in October 1958, 4.86 percent higher than 
Portland. As an approximation, therefore, it is probably safe to say that in ; 
October 1958 the basic cost of living in Seattle was between 4 and 5 percent | 
higher than in Portland. 


| 
| 
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Senator Neusercer. You also mentioned the State of Washington, 
and I think the record should show at this point that between 1952 
and 1957, when the Nation as a whole had a 12.3-percent increase in 
average per capita income, the State of Washington had an increase 
of 5.8 percent, or far less than half the national average. 

Mr. Halvorson, thank you very much for your testimony. We 
appreciate it. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. Our next witness is Mr. Charles Brooks, who 
is on the staff of and representing the senior Senator from Oregon, 


Mr. Wayne Morse. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES BROOKS, ON BEHALF OF SENATOR 
WAYNE MORSE 


Mr. Brooks. Senator Neuberger, Senator Gruening, it’s a pleasure 
to be able to appear here before you distinguished gentlemen. I know 
that the senior Senator from Oregon will doubly regret not being 
able to be in attendance himself to help his distinguished colleague 
in welcoming you, Senator Gruening, from Alaska. 

With your permission, Senator, I ‘would like to read this very brief 
statement, and it includes the request that we have some material to 
include in the record. 

(The complete statement of Senator Morse follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. WAYNE Morse, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


I believe that the field hearings on the bill to amend the Bonneville Power 
Act in order to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation will serve 
a useful purpose in providing a forum at the local level for representative groups 
in the Pacific Northwest to make known their present views on resource develop- 
ment problems. 

As a cosponsor of the bill, which is the subject of these hearings, I am inter- 
ested in its being perfected to the point at which it can be given active considera- 
tion. Quite a bit remains to be done in reaching that stage. In the meantime, 
progress will be made in the field of resource development for power, flood control, 
navigation, recreation, and reclamation. 

The maximum time should be available for witnesses who are in this area 
and who cannot come to Washington too readily. Therefore, I simply wish to 
have a recent speech I made before the National Hells Canyon Association 
reprinted in the record of these hearings. 

I would especially call to the attention of the members of this subcommittee 
the sections of that speech subheaded “Elements of a Resource Program.” 


ADDRESS TO NATIONAL HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION 


It is good to join with you at this National Hells Canyon Association meeting. 
If we all could get $1 for each and every hour worked on behalf of the high dam 
during the past decade by the leaders and members of the association, we 
probably would have enough money to build the dam. 

Hells Canyon is not only the name of a Pacific Northwest project; it is also a 
national symbol of the battle between full resource development in the public 
interest and inadequate, wasteful underdevelopment for profit by a private utility 
in order to maintain a monopoly grip upon a whole State. 

This project did not “just happen.” The self-sacrifices of hundreds of private 
citizens and the unremitting work of a relative handful of elected officials made 
it happen. We could not have made it happen unless the facts were on our side. 

The clear superiority of the high Hells Canyon Dam over the small Idaho 
Power Co. dams was so obvious that—once we brought the facts to the people— 
first in the Pacific Northwest and then nationwide—the verdict was ours. And, 
you know—I’'m something of an expert on verdicts. 
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But, allow me to go back a few years to review the history of this struggle, 
because it is very pertinent to what I feel should be done in the future. 

The Hells Canyon proposal grew out of the historic 1948 report of the Army 
engineers. The prospect of a great multipurpose dam on the middle Snake 
River spurred the Idaho Power Co. into a proposal for one, small, single purpose, 
low head dam at Oxbow—where it had had a 600-kilowatt generator since 1916. 
But it took the proposal of a Federal dam to interest the private utility in 
developing the site—even inadequately. 

A friendly Federal administration with a friendly Secretary of Interior and 
devoted staffs at the Bureau of Reclamation in Boise and Bonneville Power 
Administration in Portland, carried the program forward step by step. It was 
slow, careful work. The opposition did not seem formidable nor ready to fight. 
The power company kept delaying the FPC hearings on its Oxbow application. 


HIGH DAM BILL INTRODUCED 


The bill for the high dam was not ready for introduction until 1952, and I, 
joined by a few other Senators, introduced it. It was late in the session and 
little could be done on such a major project. But hearings were held in the 
House committee. 

It was not until the 1952 election campaign was underway that it became 
clear that the private utility lobby had not been asleep nor idle. It had been 
wide awake and working. It had a presidential candidate who knew nothing 
about the work for Army engineers beyond a Bailey bridge. He denounced the 
Federal power program which had meant so much to the development of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

That was one of the major reasons for my decision to leave the Republican 
Party—that is a decision that was in the interest of Oregon, our region and the 
Nation—I have-never regretted it. 

But the people were reluctant to recognize that the kindly general could 
actually be antagonistic to a program that had been so successful. Many of you 
were alarmed and anxious—but your numbers had not yet become large enough. 

Soon after the new Congress convened, President Truman again recommended 
authorization of the high Hells Canyon Dam in his budget. Harry S. Truman 
has been a great friend of conservation and of this region, and we shall always 
honor him for that. 

The Hells Canyon bill was revised in 1953. There was no change in its sub- 
stance, but its form was modified to make it clear beyond all doubt that upstream 
water users’ rights would be protected. It took a while to do this job and 
assemble the data for a major speech introducing the bill. There was not a 
great deal of interest in the measure—but I found a few more cosponsors for 
the bill. 

The majority leader, Bob Taft, told me that the Senate would meet but not 
transact business on April 16, 1953. So—while almost every Senator went to 
watch the opening baseball game, I stood on the floor of the U.S. Senate for 4 
hours, putting the case for the high Hells Canyon into the Congressional Record. 
I had little company. The press paid only a little attention. 


ADMINISTRATION WEIGHT THROWN AGAINST HIGH DAM 


Secretary of Agriculture Benson had already withdrawn his Department’s oppo- 
sition to Idaho Power Co.’s small dam application—even before it was changed 
to a paper three-dam plan. The private electric utility signal flags were up. 

What the Interior Department would do was considered decisive. My lengthy, 
detailed. factual speech was designed to flush the Secretary out into the open. 

On May 5, 1953, the Secretary of Interior made an announcement indicating 
beyond the shadow of a doubt that his Department and the administration were 
walking out on the job of protecting the people’s interest in full development at 
Hells Canyon. He withdrew the Department’s opposition to the Idaho Power 
Co. applications—before the application was amended to add two inadequate 
dams. 

The announcement came on May 5, 19538, the day the Senate—with its new 
Republican majority—voted favorably on the submerged oil lands giveaway bill. 
The people of our Nation were truly doublecrossed on that day. 

That was supposed to end the fight. In June of 19538, hearings before the 
FPC—now manned by a new chairman opposed to Hells Canyon—were to begin 
without anyone to put in the case for the high dam. 





37710—59—pt. 2 3 


sen noe 





! 
| 


688 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


The Hells Canyon Dam was dead—that was the general consensus of opinion 
among those “who knew.” But these self-appointed experts failed to reckon 
with an aroused citizenry that arose to protect the public interest—the National 
Hells Canyon Association. It grew out of the small tri-State citizens’ groups 
formed by stalwarts Jim Marr, Elmer McClure, Owen Hurd, Al Ullman, Sam 
Fretwell, Vince Cleaveland, George Taylor, Gus Norwood, Harley Libbey, Frank 
Stewart, Kirby Billingsley, Henry Carstensen, Ed Weston, Lloyd Tupling, John 
George, Ken Billington, Lars Nelson, Byron Brinton, and many others all over 
the Pacific Northwest who got together and formed a spunky grassroots organ- 
ization the likes of which hasn’t been seen since the Grange movement first 
took on the railroads. 

If Hells Canyon was dead—they didn’t know it, and because they would not 
let the high dam die—it has not died. You and hundreds and thousands of 
allies in rural electric co-ops, power districts, granges, Farmers Union locals, 
businessmen’s groups, and the Democratic Party, wouldn’t give up. 


VOTERS RESPOND TO HIGH DAM ISSUE 


The association fought for the high dam before the FPC and at the grassroots. 
A few of us in Congress kept battling away. At first there were not many of us. 
Gracie Pfost was practically alone in the House. I had the help of Magnuson 
and Jackson in the Senate—with assists from great friends such as Murray, of 
Montana; Anderson, of New Mexico; Kefauver, of Tennessee; and Lehman, of 
New York. 

In the 1954 Pacific Northwest elections Hells Canyon wis a major issue. 
Mrs. Pfost was reelected. Dick Neuberger and Mrs. Green scored upset vic- 
toriesin Oregon. Al Ullman and Charlie Porter came close. 

The battle before the FPC and in Congress continued through 1955-56. 

Remember, even then, we were not given a chance of winning. 

But, we fought on. In 1955 field hearings were held in Idaho, Washington, 
and Oregon, and it was clear that so far as the people were concerned, Hells 
Canyon was more vital than ever. We began to break into the national press. 
I kept pouring it on in Senate speeches and at banquets, conventions, church 
meetings—wherever and whenever I could. People began to learn about the 
tragic, impending waste at the Hells Canyon site. 

Solid Republican opposition and one Democratic opponent kept the bill bottled 
up in the Senate Interior Committee. We couldn’t bring it to the floor—and 
its opponents said Hells Canyon was dead. 

But in 1956, we did bring it to the Senate floor to the consternation of the 
gravediggers manning the editorial typewriters in Portland, Boise, and Spokane— 
the same lineup which opposed Grand Coulee in the twenties. 

We came within 10 votes of putting it across, even though in the summer of 
1955 the FPC—in a decision which is spotted and pitted with misstatements, 
half truths, and distortions—had granted Idaho Power Co. the licenses it sought. 
But because we lost on that occasion, the refrain rose, again, “Hells Canyon is 
dead.” 

But you didn’t think so, I didn’t think so, and in the 1956 elections it was again 
a major issue. Magnuson demolished Langlie, an arch opponent of Hells Canyon, 
in Washington. With your help, I finished off the man who let himself be used 
as Secretary of Interior to rob the Pacific Northwest of its greatest damsite. 

Al Ullman, “Mr. Hells Canyon,” won his congressional seat. Charlie Porter, 
always a stanch Hells Canyon supporter, won also. Both defeated opponents of 
Hells Canyon. 

Frank Church, in Idaho, beat Senator Welker, an opponent of Hells Canyon, 
and Mrs. Pfost, had easy sailing. 

The result was similar in State legislative races. 

“But,” cried the critics, “it’s too late; Hells Canyon is lost.” 

It was far from lost. Westill had our committee problems, this time primarily 
in the House. It took time to bring the Hells Canyon bill to the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. We were often advised not to do it. We would only suffer a 
humiliating defeat, said the pessimists. 


FIRST MAJOR HELLS CANYON VICTORY ACHIEVED IN 1957 


But we stuck to our guns. 

When the quick-tax-writeoff certificates were granted by the administration to 
the Idaho Power Co. for its small dams over the active protests of over 20 Senators 
and Congressmen, Senator Kefauver went to work in response to our requests. 
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His hearings showed that the company and the administration misrepresented 
the facts when they told the people that the company dams would be built at no 
expense to the taxpayers. As the hearings started I compared the Eisenhower 
administration’s stealing from the taxpayers to subsidize Idaho Power with 
Dave Beck’s dipping into the pockets of members of the Teamsters’ Union. This 
was considered indelicate, bad taste. But it was true, and eventually the people 
recognized it as true. I’m quite used to taking abuse from many segments 
of the one-party press which delights in serving the people its emotional brew. 

Fortunately, those who swallow this brew usually reach a stage of sober 
reflection. They did with respect to Hells Canyon. 

With the help of the Democratic leadership of the Senate, we got ready for the 
floor debate and vote in 1957. Defeat was predicted. But, friends gathered in 
Washington; Elmer McClure and Lars Nelson camped on senatorial doorsteps; 
mail and telegrams flowed in. If we were to die, we were going to do it with 
our boots on. 

But we won. High Hells Canyon won in the Senate in 1957. All the smart 
editorialists and play-it-safers were wrong. Those of us who were too stubborn 
to know we were licked won. We made headlines across the Nation; more and 
more people heard our story and believed in our cause, the cause of full resource 
development and conservation. 

We ran into trouble in the House. Solid Republican opposition with White 
House prompting—and two or three Democrats—blocked the path to a vote on 
the merits in the House. We lost that round. 

But we worked away. We did not give up. 

Hells Canyon was an issue in campaign after campaign in 1958. Even in 1957, 
Bill Proxmire, of Wisconsin, made it a major issue in the campaign which led 
to his upset victory over an opponent of high Hells Canyon. 

After the Senate vote, Senator Watkins, of Utah, was so concerned at the bad 
reaction in his-State that he got out an eight-page special newsletter in which 
he tried to explain his stand. He was defeated on November 4. 

Opponents of the House Republicans who had blocked the bill in committee 
made Hells Canyon a major issue. 

What were some of the results? 

Thirteen Senators who opposed the Hells Canyon bill are no longer in the 
Senate; 10 were defeated and the other 3 didn’t run for reelection. Another 
Senator who only paired for it was defeated and was replaced by a supporter, 
Sugene McCarthy, of Minnesota. 

It is not too much to expect that in another vote on Hells Canyon some of the 
opponents of 1957 might turntail, if we have a feasible plan. 

The architect of the House committee defeat of Hells Canyon was himself 
defeated in Nebraska. His colleague from that State on that committee had a 
close call—and has announced that he is leaving the House Interior Committee. 
One Democratic opponent from the South did not run for reelection. 

Many newly elected Democrats in the House used the Hells Canyon issue in 
their campaigns. By virtue of Democratic successes throughout the country. 
the margin of members who are favorable to projects such as Hells Canyon on 
the Interior Committee and in the House itself should be quite encouraging. 

The supporters of full resource development in Congress are stronger than at 
any other time in a decade, and possibly more. 

Why have I gone into such a lengthy review of the history of our struggle? 
There is a lesson to be learned: We haven’t quit before in the face of heavy odds, 

Now that our forces in Congress are strong it is no time to quit. The high 
dam his been pronounced dead by its critics time and again. But it will stay 
alive so long as it remains superior to the Idaho Power Co. dams in terms of 
multipurpose development. 


THE PRESENT HELLS CANYON SITUATION 


In considering what we should do, or advocate be done, we must first ascertain 
what can be done. 

The Idaho Power Co. has not been diligent or efficient during the more than 
3 years since it was handed its licenses by the Federal Power Commission. 

It has bungled repeatedly. Despite its mistakes, the company has managed to 
bring Brownlee to near completion. Because of its blunders, it has not gotten 
very far with the second dam, Oxbow. Little Hells Canyon is hardly a gleam in 
its dazed gize. 

While there is some dispute about the matter, the likelihood is that the Idaho 
Power Co. would have to be compensated for the flooding of Brownlee Dam and 
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perhaps part of Oxbow. The precise measure of damages would be a question 
for negotiation or possibly court determination. It is inconceivable that the 
public would be charged for the company’s mistakes which have taken the costs 
much higher than original estimates, I am informed. 

You know, the private utility line used to be that only the inefficient Gov- 
ernment underestimated costs of dams; they hardly dared admit it when effi- 
ciency caused the lowering of Federal dam building costs a few years ago. There 
are some red faces in Boise, Augusta, and Wall Street, now. 

But we must take the situation as it is. Due to the bias and favoritism 
of the Hisenhower administration and its handpicked Chairman of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, the cost of condemning Brownlee and possibly as much 
of Oxbow as has been completed would probably have to be added to the total 
cost of the high Hells Canyon Dam. It is a tribute to the superb productive 
power of the high dam that it is even a question whether—with the probable 
added costs of paying off Idaho Power—its benefit-cost ratio would be favorable. 

I do not know the answer. I hope the answer is, “Yes”, the benefit-cost ratio 
would be favorable.” Everything must be done to find out the answer. And 
if it is favorable, we must go full steam ahead to congressional authorization 
of Hells Canyon. 

I believe the Hells Canyon proponents have the proper approach which has 
been studied and in general approved in our region. I believe in its merits 
immediately being brought up to date. 


THE BESSEY PLAN 


Some preliminary work has been done. Roy Bessey, a faithful friend and 
stalwart worker for full resource development, has done an analysis of the 
situation which is promising. 

It calls for operation of Brownlee by the United States for a period of about 
10 years during which the high Hells Canyon Dam would be constructed. The 
revenue from power sales to Idaho Power—at cost to the company plus 3 
percent interest would go a long way toward offsetting the cost of acquiring 
Brownlee. 

It has been reported that Brownlee construction costs have been higher than 
estimated by the company and the Federal Power Commission. Some costs— 
such as inefficient fish diversion facilities—which were due to mistakes by the 
company should not be chargeable to the public. You will recall also the 
flooded cofferdams during the winter of 1957. 

Surely the mammoth blunder involving the washout of fish facilities and 
cofferdams at Oxbow this past Labor Day must be the responsibility of the private 
utility. 

The actual expenditures made by the company must be ascertained, and I 
have asked the FPC for these figures. An analysis of the costs which would 
be required under public condemnation added to the construction costs of Hells 
Canyon itself must be made. Then the benefit-to-cost ratio must be derived. 

If the benefit-to-cost ratio remains favorable—we must renew our all-out 
efforts to achieve authorization of a high Federal dam at Hells Canyon. 


THE NORWOOD PLAN 


In addition to the Bessey plan, a specific, two-stage proposal has been drafted 
by Gus Norwood and circulated among those of us concerned. The Norwood 
plan is also deserving of the most careful study by the Hells Canyon Association. 

If, after thorough study and consideration, the recommendations of the 
experts in the Hells Canyon Association are that economically feasible full 
comprehensive development of Hells Canyon would be accomplished by either 
the Bessey plan, the Norwood plan, or by a combination or variation of them, 
you will have my full cooperation in seeking approval by Congress. 


THE CONTINUED DESIRABILITY OF HIGH HELLS CANYON 


The high dam at Hells Canyon is still the keystone of full development of the 
Snake and Columbia River Basins. 

Why? Because it holds the best prospect for economic large-scale water 
storage, for flood control, and downstream power production. 











Mw 


WS wt! or 


ov l 


Oo 


tr ND he 


er 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 691 


WATER STORAGE, FLOOD CONTROL, ELECTRIC POWER, AND ATOMIC POWER 


Throughout history population has followed the river valleys. Our country 
and our region are not exceptions. The flood plains of the Snake and the Co- 
lumbia Rivers are areas of population concentration ; the concentration of people 
and manmade wealth will become greater with time. Those lines and that 
property must be protected and it is the duty of the Federal Government to pro- 
vide that protection from navigable streams. A flood such as the one which 
threatened in 1956 could be far more costly than the whole Hells Canyon Dam. 

We shall need larger and larger blocks of low cost electric power if our region 
is to grow. 

We need the water storage facilities which flood control and power require. 
And if we have them we shall insure that development of atomic electric power 
will take place first within our region. 

When the Atomic Energy Commission reported on the feasibility of an atomic 
electric power experimental plant at Hanford it stressed the fact that atomic 
power is most feasible where there are large water storage facilities and power 
dams. 

This is so because atomic generators are subject to outages, especially in the 
present and foreseeable state of technology. A standby of vast water storage and 
dams means that in a matter of moments the water can be released to produce 
peaking power and make up for the atomic outage until it is fixed. When it is 
fixed, the reservoirs are slowly filled to be on guard for the next crisis. 

Only if we expand our water storage facilities will we retain this competitive 
advantage. If we lose that advantage we shall very likely sacrifice the region’s 
best hope for full economic development in the atomic age which is at hand. 


WATER STORAGE, WHERE? 


Where are we to find water storage? Negotiations with Canada on sharing 
the advantages of water stored behind its borders are deadlocked. We should 
press for a resolution of these difficulties, but it will be a long while before they 
are solved. ‘Libby Dam has been a possibility which has been stymied by mis- 
understandings with Canada. 

Paradise Dam has been an attractive possibility. But high costs of land 
acquisition have led the Corps of Engineers to study an alternative at Knowles 
site, a few miles upstream, which does not provide as much storage or other 
benefits, but eliminates much of the relocation difficulty. 

The FPC has found that in the Middle Snake, Nez Perce is the best adapted 
to a comprehensive plan of development. 

As I indicated to the association’s annual meeting in 1956, I am for seeking 
a solution to the fish passage problems at Nez Perce. But that will take time— 
several years at best before even a start could be contemplated. So Nez Perce 
is a potentiality. The site should be preserved for full development until these 
problems are worked out. 

The FPC determination has, for the foreseeable future, eliminated proposed 
“alternatives” at Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley. The FPC has turned 
them down. (If it had used the same criteria at Hells Canyon we would not 
have the present problem). 

The corps has been pushing Bruce’s Eddy and Penny Cliffs. Bruce’s Eddy is 
partially authorized. Conservationist opposition to it continues and understand- 
ably so. It is not going to move ahead very fast, and in any event its storage 
is a drop in the bucket. 

Penny Cliffs has even stronger conservationist opposition and I shall continue 
to oppose it until there are satisfactory solutions for the fish and game problems. 

I do not believe it either possible or desirable to initiate dams on the Salmon 
River at this time. 

Whatever road we take in the search for upstream water storage, the signs 
all point to the Hells Canyon site as the best and the most immediately available. 

Its 4 million acre-feet of storage are irreplaceable. We have seen the truth 
of that demonstrated over the past 6 years. 

Because high Hells Canyon remains so desirable, all doubts on feasibility 
should be resolved in its favor. 

And there is a moral account to square as well. The rape of this resource 
should not go unremedied. It should not be permitted to be successful. 








: 
| 
| 
' 
' 
| 
i 
a 
7 








692 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


We cannot punish the power company, nor do I seek to. The Hisenhower ad- 
‘ministration has taken its lumps at the polls. 

What we can do is retrieve the loss to resource development, economic de- 
velopment, and the people of this region by wiping out the inadequate dams and 
building the high dam. 

Not only is this sound economics. Not only is this sound resource policy. Hells 
Canyon would stand as a symbol that resource looting will not be tolerated. 

So, I call upon you, I call upon the people of Oregon and its neighboring States, 
I call upon the Senators and Representatives of the Pacific Northwest States to 
stand fast until we explore every possibility for salvaging the people’s interest 
at Hells Canyon. 

In the past, the Democrats in the Pacific Northwest delegations have been 
able to meet, debate, and arrive at common policies on Hells Canyon. If wa 
could do that in adversity, we should be able to do it with such an improved 
congressional climate. 

If we have a feasible plan, our colleagues will support us. If our plan is 
questionable, we should not put it forward. 

But now is the time to run up the signal—Hells Canyon is not dead. 

We are not ready to quit. 

We can hold our forces together if that is the message we offer our region 
and our friends across the Nation because they number in the tens of thousands. 


CONSERVATIONISTS’ STAKES AT HELLS CANYON 


The National Hells Canyon Association need not be reminded that proper 
resource development requires a multipurpose approach which seeks the 
maximum utility of a resource (a river basin) for all potential purposes. 

There are, of course, frequent conflicts between possible uses, and they must 
be resolved. This need not result in sacrificing one value to another, if reasonable 
methods can be employed to serve both purposes. 

The potential conflicts between the flood control, power, and navigation benefits 
of dams, on the one hand, and sport and commercial fishing, on the other, have 
been with us for some time. 

I think a new era of understanding and cooperation has been achieved. Today 
public power and conservation groups meet, consider each other’s views, and 
seek to harmonize those views. I am proud that I took a part in shaping that 
cooperative effort. 

Conservationists, and especially fishermen and wildlife enthusiasts, know 
that a high dam at Hells Canyon would serve the interests they cherish in two 
main ways. 

A high dam at Hells Canyon would have the least adverse effect upon fish, 
and indeed would provide what one editor of Sports Afield called a fisherman’s 
paradise. Its lake would provide an outdoor recreational area with unique 
tugged scenery. The Idaho Power dams offer little in the field of recreation. 

Equally important, by providing a large amount of vital water storage, con- 
struction of Hells Canyon would take the pressure off for dam construction at 
sites such as Penny Cliffs on the Clearwater, or sites below on the Salmon River. 

That time can be used to explore means of solving fish passage problems, elk 
winter feeding problems, and the other outdoor resource preservation problems 
attendant upon dams like Nez Perce and Penny Cliffs. 

An aggressive program of study should be undertaken; whether completely 
satisfactory solutions can be achieved, I do not know. But time is precious— 
the job should get underway. 

Meanwhile the interests of conservationists would be best served by the 
building of a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

Experience shows that the Idaho Power Co. has been irresponsible in this field. 

The Oxbow fish fiasco is a recent case in point. The company in its slipshod 
manner sought to anchor its fish facilities to old concrete. It gave way and 
necessitated shutting off the flow of the Snake River by Idaho Power, according 
to corps and Idaho officials. 

In the process navigation was hurt and thousands of migrating fish killed 
and endangered. 

Little wonder that the Idaho Fish Commission censured the Power Co., 
Morrison-Knudsen, and the FPC. 

The incident is typical of the company’s disregard of public interests in its 
headlong, headstrong insistence upon maintaining its monopoly position. 
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THE FARMERS’ STAKE IN HIGH HELLS CANYON 


As we know, the high Hells Canyon Dam has found strong allies in the farmers 
of the West and Midwest. The farmers realize that their hopes for high- 
concentrate phosphate fertilizers at reasonable costs are closely related to 
maximum development of the Hells Canyon site. They know that the use of 
low-cost Hells Canyon power for electric furnace processing of the phosphate 
rock now found in abundance in Idaho, Utah, and Montana would be the best 
method of converting low-grade phosphorus deposits into high-analysis fertilizers. 

The experts agree with the farmers concerning the need for cheap power for 
fertilizer production. For example, the manager of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity said recently: 

“As you undoubtedly know, the largest phosphate deposits in the United States 
are located in the three-State area of Idaho, Montana, and Utah. TVA develop- 
ment of the electric-furnace process for smelting phosphate ore has stimulated 
the development of the western phosphate industry and the use of these ores. 

“The electric-furnace process is particularly well suited for use in the West 
because there are large potential sources of electric power in that area and 
because the electric-furnace process can process lower grade ores than can be 
economically processed by other methods. 

“One of the major obstacles to the use of the western phosphate ores for the 
manufacture of fertilizers is the high cost of transporting either phosphate rock 
or conventional low-analysis phosphate fertilizers from the West to the large 
established markets in other parts of the country. Production of concentrated 
fertilizers or concentrated materials used in the manufacture of fertilizers is 
one way of overcoming this obstacle. 

“* * * we believe it is reasonable to assume that the need for higher analysis 
fertilizers will result in the use of new processes for the production of the more 
concentrated liquid and solid materials from superphosphoric acid in the West, 
and that this use will depend considerably on the extent to which low-cost power 
is available in the western phosphate field.” 

Farmers of today and of the future have a mighty important stake in the high 
Hells Canyon Dam. Our job is to continue to give them the facts; they will join 
us in the fight for the high Hells Canyon Dam in ever-increasing numbers. 


THE ROLE OF THE NATIONAL HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION 


Come what may, this association has achieved a unique status, not only on our 
region but nationally as well. 

It has become recognized as a reilable spokesman for the public interest in 
resource development. 

We hope that the outlook for the Hells Canyon Dam itself is good. I pray that 
it will be. 

But if it is not we will have to be realistic when the facts are clear. What 
should the association do? 

For my part, I hope and I urge it to keep going. Its name is a badge of honor 
here and throughout the Nation. It and the facilities and lines of communica- 
tions built up during this struggle can be used in resource battles which surely 
lie ahead. 

Do not disband. Do not be discouraged. You have already won great victories 
and there are challenges ahead. 


ELEMENTS OF A RESOURCE PROGRAM—THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


It was not quite 2 years ago that I met with you to discuss a resource 
program for our region. 

The essentials of that program remain good guides for future action; progress 
has been good during the past 2 years. The composition of the new Congress 
seems promising. 

A few of those essentials should be emphasized at this time: 

(1) Full multipurpose development of the Columbia River Basin remains a 
valid and necessary goal. 

2) The major, keystone projects must be built as rapidly as possible and great 
sites, such as at Paradise and Nez Perce, should not be sacrificed to underde- 
velopment. 

(8) Upstream storage remains a key to proper multipurpose development, as 
I have indicated. 
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(4) The principles of integration of electric generating and transmission facil- 
ities, and the postage stamp rate, must be maintained. 

(5) The basic principle of public agency preference in the interests of domestic 
and rural consumers must be maintained. 

With Vince Cleaveland, and all of you for that matter, I believe that the solution 
to preference-allocation problems is adequate supply. 

The defeat in Oregon of the power referendum means that a State power pro- 
gram must be fashioned. Consideration should be given to the establishment 
of a State agency which not only would have preference rights itself, but which 
would market power in accordance with the public preference principle. This 
agency could also allocate large blocks of low-cost power to industry and insure 
adequate supplies to Oregon consumers if a pinch should develop in the next 
decade. 

(6) Flood control and power on the smaller rivers of Oregon should be pressed 
forward. Remarkable progress has been achieved at Green Peter, Cougar, Hills 
Creek, and Holley. We must do more on the Rogue, Yamhill, and the other rivers 
where floods threaten. 

(7) Atomic energy for power—first for experiments and then as an integral 
part of an atomic-hydro system should be pressed. Herein lies our hope for a 
continuation of our resource advantage to offset disadvantages of freight rates 
and lack of raw materials. ‘The Hanford dual-purpose reactor program should 
be carried forward. If Hanford generates as much as 380,000 kilowatts it will 
relieve the current substantial drain on current sources and, indeed, contribute a 
sizeable net gain. 

(8) Seek aggressively for solutions to fish and wildlife problems so as to best 
serve all the presently competing interests in the resource field. 


CAPITAL BUDGET 


One of the most serious obstacles to securing adequate funds from the Congress 
for resource development is the problem of making a clear distinction between 
Federal appropriations for normal governmental operations, and Federal appro- 
priations for revenue-producing investments, such as multipurpose projects. In 
order to make this important distinction between the two types of Federal appro- 
priations, I have introduced a bill in the Senate which provides for capital budget- 
ing. I believe this bill is urgently needed, and if adopted, it would provide one of 
the most important advancements ever made in our Federal Government appro- 
priations process. 

COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


An important first step toward capital budgeting can be achieved through the 
Columbia River Development Corporation legislation. Two years ago, I called 
for the introduction of such a bill so that we might have hearings on it. The 
proposal, which was prepared by the Northwest Public Power Association, 
deserved to be offered so that it could be reviewed thoroughly by legislative com- 
mittee staffs and by competent Government and non-Government witnesses. 

I cosponsored it for this purpose; I believe the hearings already concluded 
and those still to be held will make it possible to work out a bill which will merit 
the approval of Congress. 

Certainly we cannot continue to permit piecemeal, partial development of the 
Columbia such as has occurred thus far in the Hells Canyon stretch. The 
regional corporation bill will make available a source of capital for compre- 
hensive development of the Columbia basin, development that can be orderly 
and timely. 

The regional corporation bill will be as beneficial to the private power com- 
panies as it will be to local public agencies and rural electric co-ops. Scare 
words from the power companies should fool no one. They have cried “Wolf” 
before, with respect to practically all the multipurpose projects in this area, yet, 
they as well as the people here have benefited from their construction. 

Here is an outline of an affirmative, progressive program. I want your com- 
ments, your suggestions, your criticism. I believe it is a sound program, but I 
always welcome improvements. 


BASIN HAS SURVIVED MAJOR THREAT 


During the past 5% years the Columbia Basin resource program has been 
threatened by a combination of forces which almost crippled it. 
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Despite the setbacks at Hells Canyon, support and belief in the program, and 
the program itself, have survived. Indeed, they have been refined in the ordeal. 

Better times can lie ahead. We must continue to plan together and pull 
together. 

We have a lot of building to do in the Pacific Northwest. 

We must pool our intellectual skill, our knowledge, and our experience to the 
end of working out the best possible basinwide development of the water resources 
of the Pacific Northwest. By so doing, we can carry out a sound power program 
that will make it possible for us to use the power generated by both private and 
publie facilities for the interest of all the people of this area. And we will 
thereby enlarge the economic might of the whole American Nation. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Brooks. 

Next is Mr. McChesney, of Springfield, Oreg., representing the 
Springfield Power and Light Agency. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR C. McCHESNEY, BOARD MEMBER, SPRING- 
FIELD UTILITY BOARD, SPRINGFIELD, OREG. 


Mr. McCuesney. I am a member of the board and acting as a mes- 
senger with a letter which has been approved by all members of the 
board. This has board sanction. 

In connection with the Senate bill to establish a Federal Power 
Corporation in the Pacific Northwest, I should like to submit the 
following comments. 

The preference clause is, and has long been, the backbone of power 
development in the Pacific Northwest. Because this antimonopoly 
clause has been preserved, the Pacific Northwest has prospered through 
the development and growth of local publicly owned utilities. It is 
to these same publicly owned utilities that we must look for our future 
growth through a wider use of low-cost power. 

I am aware of the present geographical distribution of power today, 
with a disproportionate share going to one State. It should be made 
clear that this distribution of power has been brought about by the 
statewide acceptance of what is rightfully theirs by the people of the 
State of Washington. 

I am also aware of the reasons for our State of Oregon getting such 
a small share. This appears to be Oregon’s problem and one which 
must be solved on the local level. The existing publicly owned utili- 
ties are constantly working to improve the situation. Further devel- 
opment and growth of publicly owned power within the State of 
Oregon must be achieved before a greater share of power generated at 
publicly owned dams can be obtained. 

Because this has been a regional power development, the preference 
clause should recognize no State boundaries. Such modification as 
proposed in this bill will soon make a mockery of the preference clause 
at the hands of a very small group of politically appointed men, who 
would be removed from congressional control. 

I sincerely hope that, no matter what type of organization is chosen 
for the development and distribution of Columbia River power, the 
preference clause will remain intact, completely free of any modifica- 
tion. I am sure the solution to our problem can best be found else- 
where. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. McChesney. Are there any 
questions of Mr. McChesney ? 

(No response. ) 
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Senator Neupercer. Mr. McChesney, I’d like to point out just one 
thing to you because I have to accept some responsibility, if not major 
responsibility, for this committee print. In the first place, the direc- 
tors, the board of the Regional Corporation would not be removed 
from congressional control because the President could not make these 
appointments without the advice and consent of the Senate. I think 
you’re aware of that. 

Mr. McCuesney. I am, but we were just skeptical a little. 

Senator Neusercer. In view of the personnel of the Senate, you 
might be skeptical. I won’t defend Senator-elect Gruening or myself 
in that respect, but I do think that the record should show that there 
is protection for the public in that the Senate would have to confirm 
the appointments of the President and I do think the record should 
show that. 

I also want the record to show that this modification as proposed to 
the preference clause was not made lightly, and I accept responsibility 
for it. I am aware of the fact that some of our public power people, a 
great many of them, supported the Hells Canyon bill, as I did, and 
that certainly contained a modification of the preference clause because 
it had a reservation of 500,000 kilowatts—isn’t that correct, Mr. 
Mapes? 

Mr. Marrs. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. A reservation of 500,000 kilowatts for the 
State of Idaho, irrespective of the preference clause. Also, when the 
Priest Rapids project was deauthorized as a Federal project, even 
though constructed by a public utilities district, it was removed from 
the preference clause, and, if I’m not mistaken, there is a reservation 
for Montana in the Hungry Horse legislation which was removed 
from the preference clause, and all of these modifications of the pref- 
erence clause were supported, if I’m not mistaken, by our public 
power groups, and that is the reason that I accept responsibility or 
major responsibility, let me add, for the, I think, very temperate 
reservation that’s proposed in this committee print whereby we 
would seek to prevent any one State or locality from monopolizing 
an undue proportion of the power. 

I’m reminded by Mr. Moulton—thank you so much—who is on the 
staff of the distinguished Senator from South Dakota that in the 
1958 Flood Control Act, which was reported out by this Senate Com- 
mittee, there is a reservation of 50 percent of the power at Big Bend 
Dam on the Missouri River. Is it the Missouri River, Mr. Moulton ? 

Mr. Movtton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. On the Missouri River to the State of South 
Dakota, irrespective of the preference clause, and that, though not 
supported by public power groups, incurred no objection from them 
because it went through the committee and through the Senate with 
hardly any objection. There was no objection on the Senate floor. 

Mr. Mouton. It passed both Houses twice. The President vetoed 
it after the first passage and then signed it the second time it passed. 

Senator Nevsercrr. That’s right. The President vetoed the bill 
the first time and then signed it the second time, so that means that 
this reservation for South Dakota on the Missouri River Basin proj- 
ect went through each House of Congress twice. 

I just wanted to note those things for the record. I’m very glad 
that Mr. Moulton cited the South Dakota reservation. 
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Mr. McCuesney. Isn’t it more or less automatic that each bill has 
to be read twice nevertheless ? 

Senator Nrusercer. One other thing I’m reminded of by Mr. 
Mapes is that, even though this modification of the preference clause 
would become law, that within each State the preference clause would 
still apply. 

Isn’t that correct in South Dakota? Doesn’t the preference clause 
apply within South Dakota to the power that’s reserved for South 
Dakota ? 

Mr. Movutton. That’s right. 

Senator Neusercer. If I’m not mistaken, Senator Case made that 
statement on the Senate floor. So, within our State, for example, let 
us say that a certain amount of power would be withdrawn for the 
State of Washington under the terms of this modification, Mr. Mc- 
Chesney, and would go to the State of Oregon and the State of Idaho. 
Still, within the State of Oregon, the public power preference clause 
would apply, and that would mean that an REA, let us say, would 
have a superior claim to that power over a private utility company, 
and that’s the same way it would operate in South Dakota. 

Mr. Moutton. Yes. I might point out, sir, that 50 per cent of the 
power would be reserved to South Dakota. Private utilities could 
use that, but it could be withdrawn when the public power groups 
needed it. Do I make myself clear? 

Senator Neugercer. Yes, you do, and I’m pleased that you added 
that point, and I think Senator Case concurred in that. 

I think it would be useful right here if we could have included in 
the hearing record, following Mr. McChesney’s testimony, Mr. Mapes, 
the 1958 Flood Control Act, so that this specific South Dakota reser- 
vation could appear in full inasmuch as we’ve referred to it. That’s 
at page 15 of the act of July 3, 1958, Public Law 85-500. 


(The material referred to is as follows:) 


Pusitic Law 85-500 
Sec. 201.— 
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
for the Missouri River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended 
and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress: Provided, That, with respect 
to any power attributable to any dam in such plan to be constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers, the construction of which has not been started, a reasonable amount 
of such power as may be determined by the Secretary of Interior, or such portions 
thereof as may be required from time to time to meet loads under contract made 
within this reservation, shall be made available for use in the State where such 
dam is constructed: Provided, That the distribution and sale of such reserved 
power within the State shall be made first to preference users in keeping with 
the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944: And provided further: 
That the power so reserved for use within the State shall be not to exceed 50 
per centum of the output of such dam. 


Mr. Mouton. May I ask a question, Senator? In your bill here, 
would it not be necessary to amend the 1944 Flood Control Act? Isn’t 
that where the preference clause first appears ? 

Senator Nevpercer. I think Bonneville has its own preference clause 
that is not in the 1944 act. In other words, Bonneville has its own pref- 
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erence clause, which has slightly different terms than the general 
Flood Control Act. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Mares. That’s correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. McChesney. 

Mr. McCuesney. Thank you for the privilege of appearing. 

Senator Neusercer. I understand that Mr. Lofton L. Tatum, presi- 
dent of the Portland Chamber of Commerce, has an early appointment 
and would like to be heard very soon. 

Mr. Tatum, we’ll be glad to hear you now. 

Mr. Tatum. Senator Neuberger, Senator Gruening, gentlemen, I 
am Lofton L. Tatum, chairman of the board of the Portland Chamber 
of Commerce. I am no longer serving as president. 

Senator Neusercer. I’m sorry I had your title slightly incorrect. 

Mr. Tatum. Asa preface to the formal remarks, which I should like 
to read into the record, I should like to state that the chamber of 
commerce has not had sufficient opportunity to prepare detailed testi- 
mony in support of its statement concerning the revised draft of S. 
3114. We should like to reserve the opportunity at a later date to 
submit to the committee our detailed analysis of revised S. 3114 and 
the supporting data which we have to support our position. 

Now, I have this statement to read into the record at this time. 


STATEMENT OF LOFTON L. TATUM, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, 
PORTLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Tatum. I am Lofton L. Tatum, chairman of the board of the 
Portland Chamber of Commerce, which has authorized and directed 
me to submit this statement in its behalf. 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce has given full consideration to 
the revised draft of S. 3114, a bill to amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion, which has been prepared by your staff and published as a com- 
mittee print under date of November 21, 1958. 

A careful analysis has been made of the revised draft of this bill, 
together with the Bonneville Project Act and official reports by exist- 
ing Federal agencies which contain authentic and up-to-date informa- 
tion in regard to present and future power resources and power re- 
quirements of the Pacific Northwest. 

Facts and figures, particularly those set forth in the current BPA 
advance program, show conclusively that at the present time there 
is a surplus of available power over requirements in the Pacific North- 
west. Also that the anticipated power requirements of this region in 
the foreseeable future will adequately be met by existing agencies, Fed- 
eral and non-Federal, and taxpaying private utilities, all working 
together under the American system of government. Success of the 
i development program is the best proof that no all-powerful 

ederal corporation is needed to serve the requirements of, or to stim- 
ulate, regional progress. 

Under the provisions of the “preference clause” of the Bonneville 
Project Act of 1937, as amended, certain economic and geographic 
interests of the Pacific Northwest may ultimately gain a monopoly on 
the use of hydroelectric power produced by the Federal Government. 
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Such unjust and unfair discrimination is of increasing concern to the 
State of Oregon and should by all means be eliminated without delay. 

The purpose of the revised bill under consideration is to transform 
the Bonneville Power Administration into a Federal corporation with 
far-reaching arbitrary and discretionary authority to preempt and 
dominate the field of producing, transmitting and wholesaling elec- 
tric power in the Pacific Northwest, together with plenary powers 
to plan, acquire, finance, or construct any and all kinds of power fa- 
cilities the corporation might find to be necessary. 

Creation of such a Federal corporation, with its vast and essentially 
unrestrained powers, would be inconsistent with the American system 
of government and place in jeopardy the rights and interest of the 
States affected in determining the development of the watersheds 
within their borders and likewise their interests and rights in water 
use and control. 

In the opinion of the Portland Chamber of Commerce there is no 
valid reason for amending the Bonneville Project Act in order to 
create a Federal regional power corporation. There is a valid reason 
and a real need for amending the Bonneville Project Act so as to 
provide that hydroelectric power produced by the Federal Govern- 
ment be allocated on a fair and equitable basis to the people of the 
several States of the Pacific Northwest. 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce appreciates the opportunity 
to state its conclusions in regard to the proposed legislation on which 
this hearing is being held. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Tatum. Are there any ques- 
tions of Mr. Tatum / 

Mr. Mares. I have one, Senator. With reference to your remark 
about preempting the field of generating power, Mr. Tatum, I won- 
dered just what that was a reference to. Under the bill, the public 
utility responsibility of the Corporation applies only to the net power 
requirements of the area. 

Mr. Tatum. As I stated in my preface, Mr, Mapes, we would prefer, 
if it meets with the approval of the committee, to support our state- 
ment with detailed analysis and detailed reasons at a later date inas- 
much as we have not had the opportunity to present the entire thing 
to you at this time. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Tatum, when you present your amplified 
statement, I personally would appreciate it if you would expand the 
sentence which appears near the end of page 2 when you say— 

* * * so as to provide that hydroelectric power produced by the Federal Gov- 
ernment be allocated on a fair and equitable basis to the people of the several 
States of the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Tatum. We will be very happy to do so. 

Senator Neupercer. I want to repeat to you what I said to Mr. 
Nunn, that, as the Senator from Oregon, I don’t want to do anything 
to encourage the existing sentiment in the State of Washington to 
divide up the power in this region on a geographical basis of where 
it’s generated. When I look at the figures from the Federal Power 
Commission as to the potential sites left in the Columbia Basin and 
see what a vast proportion of those as to the quantity of energy are 
in the State of Washington, and I know of the existing sentiment 
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there already to divide it on a geographic basis, I think we of Oregon 
have to be very careful when we go to very inflexible formulas, and 
I want to repeat to you what I said to Mr. Nunn, that that is the 
reason that I suggested in the committee print that we merely modify 
the preference clause to prevent any one State or locality from unduly 
monopolizing the power, but that we do not set down standards so 
rigid that we in Oregon would be trapped by the inexorable facts 
of where the future powersites exist and where current powersites 
are in operation, and I do urge you to think of that because it could 
come. 

Mr. Tatum. We certainly share your feelings. We in Oregon need 
as much power as we can get, and we will amplify that statement in 
as great detail as possible. 

enator Neupercrer. Excuse me. Mr. Mapes has some of those 
figures. Could you read those off for the record, Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Marrs. Yes, Senator. These are recently published, I believe, 
in Mr. Norwood’s public power bulletin, and there is the original 
FPC document also available if we need it. 

Senator Neupercer. I think we should have the FPC document 
figures in the hearing record. However, don’t bother to get it now, 
as I would rather get the official Government document for the record 
at this point later on, but if you will just read the summary. 

Mr. Mares. Yes; I’ll summarize now the FPC document involved: 
In Oregon, the undeveloped hydro as of January 1, 1957, was listed 
as 6.29 million kilowatts of power; in Washington, it was listed as 
18.72 million kilowatts of power, or a ratio almost exactly of 3 to 1. 
Montana has 5.8 million kilowatts of undeveloped hydro, and Idaho 
has 7.96 million kilowatts. 

Senator Neusercer. The reason I wanted these read into the record 
is that I’ve talked enough to people who have come back from Seattle 
particularly and other parts of the State of Washington that this is 
what worries me; if we in Oregon keep harping away on “be allocated 
on a fair and equitable basis to the people of the several States of the 
Pacific Northwest,” that Washington is going to say, even more pro- 
nouncedly than ever, “OK, you take your share and we’ll take ours,” 
and that’s the thing that worries me as a Senator from Oregon, because 
I don’t have any power to change geography, and if these figures that 
Mr. Mapes has cited from the FPC report are correct, they could trap 
us on this, and that’s the reason I think a flexible formula, such as I 
suggest in the committee print and which to date this morning has 
not received approval either from private power exponents or public 
power exponents, might in the long run be the best for us. I just 
wanted to point that out to you. 

Mr. Tatum. I appreciate those comments, and they will be discussed 
in greater detail. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, and the hearing record 
will be open certainly for 3 or 4 weeks at least so that you will have 
opportunity to amplify your statement. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Starr Nore.—tThe following information was subsequently obtained from the 
Division of River Basins, Bureau of Power, of the Federal Power Commission, 
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and is included here because it provides the requested data as of January 1, 1958, 
1 year later than the publication referred to: 


Developed and undeveloped hydroelectric power in the States of the Pacific 











Northwest 
[Kilowatts] 
Category | Oregon Washington | Idaho | Montana | Total 
| | 
a ee CDE eS ee SO!!! OT 
Devdesees. csiiddic HK: 2, 222, 007 | 4, 716, 996 863, 580 | 851, 510 8, 654, 093 
VWinarelened cv tacncrccsscsisacd 6, 127, 650 18, 487, 400 7, 878, 950 | 5, 799, 100 38, 293, 100 
Cubeksc .2. 55s. asia | 8, 349, 657 23, 204, 396 8, 742, 530 6, 650, 610 46, 947, 193 


STATEMENT OF LEE WOODEN, PRESIDENT, OREGON RURAL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mr. Lee Wooden, president 
of the Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association. Mr, Wooden 
is a resident of Jewell, Oreg., and I want to say for the record, before 
Mr. Wooden gives his testimony, that our official reporter this morning 
is Mr. M. J. Montgomery of Portland, Oreg., and I am very pleased by 
this for the reason that this is the first time since I have been a Member 
of the Senate, which is nearly 4 years, that a hearing held in our State 
has been transcribed by a resident of our State, and we do not have 
an absentee reporter. We’re very pleased at Mr. Montgomery under- 
taking this task, and I hope it will become a Senate practice in the 
future, and I hope when Senator Gruening holds hearings in Alaska, 
that you won’t have an absentee reporter, that you will have a resident 
of Alaska transcribing the hearings. 

Mr. Wooden, please. 

Mr. Woopen. Senator Neuberger, Senator-elect Gruening, Mr. 
Moulton, and members of the staff, my name is Lee Wooden. I ama 
farmer living near Jewell, Oreg. I am president of Oregon Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association. 

My statement is rather brief. I believe all members of the staff 
have acopy. If I may, I think I will try to analyze it, Senator, and 
just hit a few high spots, because I know that we have many more to 
hear. 

Senator Nrupercer. Fine. 

Mr. Woopen. I just would say that the Oregon REA-financed co- 
ops—that’s the way I like to say that—is composed of 15 different 
cooperatives, having a total membership of 33,000, and representing 
more than 100,000 people. 

I will refer to the Columbia River Development Corporation bill as 
CRDC, and to the REA-financed cooperatives as ORECA. 

Let me say first that ORECA is on record by resolution favoring 
in principle CRDC. Also, the regional meeting of the national that 
met in Missoula, Mont., on November 13 and 14 also passed a resolu- 
tion endorsing CRDC._ I spelled this out and, because my statement 
is short, I hope you will find time to read it. 

I will skip over most of it, but I tried to incorporate in that state- 
ment all of the things that we need to protect, including fish and 
wildlife, recreation, and so on. I think that I can best say that, 
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because of past experience, we of the cooperatives feel that the multi- 
ple-purpose dams, in order to gain the greatest good for the greatest 
number of people, must, because of the multiple-purpose features, be 
developed by an agency of the Federal Government. We must look 
to that agency for our wholesale power supply, and to justify my 
thinking on that, I would like to just mention that when the Hill 
Valley ain Cooperative was energized on June 15, 1937, I believe 
it was the first one in Oregon. It is now defunct and it went defunct 
because of factors beyond our control, but we paid 15 mills for our 
wholesale power, and that was a factor in the failure of that small 
cooperative. There are others, but I won’t take the time. That was 
the first one energized in Oregon. 

I would like to skip now to the last one energized in Oregon, and 
that was within the last year, I believe. The Harney County Elec- 
tric found themselves also in a high wholesale power-cost area. They 
are not served by any public agency. Therefore, they must depend 
on Idaho Power Co. for their wholesale power. I attended their 
annual meeting, their first one in Harney County on May 12, and 
the statement was made that their cost on wholesale was 9.4 mills, 
which we think is exorbitant. 

I might also call to the attention that Idaho Power Co., who sup- 
olies that power, is buying a large block of power from Bonneville— 
| believe 94,000 or 95,000 kilovolts—at 2.5 mills a kilowatt hour, and 
the most that I believe they had consented to let Harney County 
have was a thousand kilowatts. I could be wrong in that. 

I think there’s just one other mention I would like to make, and 
that’s the last paragraph, that we reserve the right to study further 
the bill in case there might be some crippling amendments offered 
to the bill. 

I believe that sums up my statement, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Wooden. Your entire letter 
will appear in the record in full. Thank you very much. 

(The complete statement of Mr. Wooden follows :) 

My name is Lee Wooden; I am president of Oregon Rural Blectric Coopera- 
tive Association. My home is at Jewell, Oreg. 

The Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association is composed of 15 REA- 
financed cooperatives, with 33,000 members and representing more than 100,000 

eople. 
. For the remainder of this statement I will refer to the Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation as the CRDC bill and to Oregon REA-financed coopera- 
tives as ORECA. 

ORECA is on record by resolution favoring CRDC as the best means of financ- 
ing the development of the natural resources of the Columbia River Basin, so 
that not only the maximum generation and transmission of electric power 
to the local centers will be accomplished, but also maximum flood control, 
navigation, irrigation, and recreation, together with the full potential of down- 
stream benefits, including the conservation of fish and wildlife will be preserved 
for the greatest benefit to all. 

Construction of the multiple-purpose dams on the Columbia River and its 
tributaries, must be continued by an agency of the Federal Government if the 
REA-financed cooperatives are to survive, because they have neither genera- 
tion nor transmission lines to bring the power to their load centers, and if 
that method of serving electric cooperatives failed they would be at the mercy 


of the commercial power companies and the resultant higher wholesale power 
costs and ultimate destruction. 


I would like to point out here that the REA-financed electric cooperatives have 
been and are fulfilling a need to rural America, that had for one-half of a century 
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been denied the farmers and rural people by the existing commercial power com- 
re regional meeting of NRECA at Missoula, Mont., on November 14, 1958, 
also passed a resolution endorsing CRDC as the best method for continued devel- 
opment of the resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

Although ORECA has endorsed CRDC in principle, we reserve the right to ob- 
ject to any portion of the bill that would in any way weaken the preference clause. 

Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mr. Clarence Phillips, gen- 
eral counsel of the Portland General Electric Co. 

Mr. Phillips, I want to say this for your benefit and those of any 
other witnesses, if you care to paraphrase your statement in present- 
ing it, the written statement will appear in full. If you want to read 
it, that’s quite all right. If you desire to paraphrase it, I just want 
you - know that your entire statement will appear in the hearing 

recor 

Mr. Puruures. Thank you, Senator. Senator Neuberger, Senator 
Gruening, and other members of the staff, I have made a statement 
relatively short, and I have indicated some high spots and I will read 
it in full, if that is agreeable with the committee. 

Senator Neupercer. Fine. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE PHILLIPS, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Put.is. My name is Clarence D. Phillips. I reside in Port- 
land, Oreg., and am representing Portland General Electric Co. 

Portland General Electric Co. serves over 750,000 people in Oregon, 
about one-half of the State’s population. Because of this heavy 
responsibility, Portland General Electric Co. is vitally interested in 
any pmpowy: which could affect power supplies and water resource 
development in Oregon and the entire Pacific Northwest. 

In the last session of Congress, consideration was given to S. 3114. 
Mr. Thomas W. Delzell, chairman of the board of directors of Port- 
land General Electric Co., testified before the Committee on Public 
Works, Subcommittee on Flood Control-Rivers and Harbors, at a 
hearing on §. 3114 held in Washington, D.C., on May 23, 1958. 

The testimony of Mr. Delzell, together with statements and sup- 
porting documents pertaining to S. 3114, was submitted by Mr. Del- 
zell and is recorded in the hearing record. 

Our directors and management realize that the hearings held today, 
in Portland, are designed to accommodate local groups and individ- 
uals, who, for various reasons, are unable to attend hearings in Wash- 
ington, D.C., or elsewhere in the country. We will, therefore, limit 
our presentation, today, to a very brief summary pertaining to the 

redraft of a proposed ‘pill to establish the Columbia River Develop- 

ment Corporation which, we understand, will probably be presented 
to the next session of Congress. We have just been furnished with 
copies of the proposed revision within the last few days. We would 
like to request that Portland General Electric Co. be granted adequate 
time to make a complete and detailed presentation at future hearings 
in Washington, D.C., if this proposed legislation is introduced in the 
next Congress, 

From a meager and somewhat inadequate study of the redraft, I 
can assure you that Portland General Electric Co. is opposed to the 
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ace redraft, for substantially the same reasons that it opposed 
. 3114. 

This proposal would establish an additional level of government in 
the Pacific Northwest. This additional level of government would be 
unresponsive to the wishes of the people in the area, and it would give 
the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation practically 
autonomous control over the entire field of power development in the 
region. The proposed revisions which have been suggested would not 
make any basic change in the authoritarian concept upon which this 
proposed legislation is based. 

The revised bill still would establish a supergovernment, responsible 
only to itself and over which Congress would exercise very little, if 
any, control. It would be a Corporation which could entirely ignore 
any of the desires of the State legislatures, State officers, and which 
could even superimpose its control over many of the present govern- 
mental agencies. This proposed Corporation is contrary to the con- 
cepts of good government and is not in harmony with the principles 
held by the majority of our citizens. 

Our system of government, in these United States, was premised 
upon a strong desire to get away from any form of absolute monarchy, 
dictatorship, or oligarchy. It sought and did achieve a strong Central 
Government for such purposes as the United States Constitution per- 
mitted, and it allowed all other matters to be determined by the States. 
It was built upon the idea of free enterprise in the field of economics. 
Ever since its founding, there have been those who have sought, either 
directly or indirectly, to remove the freedoms which our system spon- 
sors, by presenting schemes which are artfully proposed and drafted 
and under which an individual, a group of individuals, or a small 
minority seek to enhance their own personal power outside of checks 
and balances and fiscal control exercised by our present Federal Gov- 
ernment. There are always those who seek to create a government by 
men instead of a government by law. 

The proposed legislation appears to be an effort to establish an 
autocratic form of governmental agency in the Pacific Northwest 
which would have certain sovereign powers over the States and the 
citizens therein and without the usual controls asserted by our Gov- 
ernment with respect to determination of action or fiscal control. 

In the Pacific Northwest, great strides have been made in the pro- 
duction of electric power. This has been accomplished by a coordi- 
nated and cooperative effort on the part of many individuals, groups, 
and corporations, both public and private, and also including the 
Federal Government aid its several agencies. The Northwest Power 
Pool itself is a strong manifestation of the well-coordinated planning 
and accomplishment in this area. 

The — legislation would not accomplish anything which is 
not or could not be accomplished by the present agencies in the area. 
As for comprehensive development of water and the production of 
power, the Federal Power Commission, the Army Engineers, the Rec- 
lamation Bureau, and State agencies are most adequate to see that 
such development is made as would best utilize, for all purposes, the 
water resources of the area. 

Existing powerplants in the area have a total nameplate rating 
slightly over 9 million kilowatts. Furthermore, the United States 
and non-Federal agencies have under construction or licensed for con- 
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struction, a group of projects which will have a combined nameplate 
rating of 6 million kilowatts. The last of these is scheduled for com- 
pletion in 1968. Thus, by that date the region will have a hydroelec- 
tric power supply totaling 15 million kilowatts. These figures are 
contained in the 1958 advance program of the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

There are numerous additional projects which, although not in- 
cluded in the figures cited above, are, nonetheless, under active con- 
sideration by both Federal and non-Federal agencies. Completion 
of these future projects will add some 5 million to 8 million kilowatts 
to the Pacific Northwest power supply. 

It is reasonable to assume that within the next 25 years the hydro- 
electric development of this region will have reached 20 million to 22 
million kilwatts, or approximately 75 percent of the total economic 
hydroelectric potential in the area. There is no reason or need for 
the proposed legislation, or for any additional Government agencies 
or organizations, to accomplish the desired results. 

The proposed redraft would add nothing to the power supply avail- 
able to the Pacific Northwest. The Corporation would have authority 
to condemn real or personal property. It, therefore, could undertake 
to acquire, by force, all of the private developments in the area. Being 
a Federal corporation, it could also acquire all the properties of the 
public agencies other than those owned by the Federal Government. 
It would receive all the power from the Halt projects in the area. 
All of this, however, would not add one single kilowatt-hour to the 
amount of electric energy available in the Northwest. It is hard to 
find anything that this Corporation could do that is not now being 
done. 

This Corporation would be set up with a Board of Directors con- 
sisting of five members, all of whom would be called upon to profess 
a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of the act. In other words they 
would be ineligible if they were believers in the free enterprise system 
which has persisted in this country. Of these five Directors, three 
would constitute a quorum; and a majority of a quorum would have 
power to act. In other words, two men could determine the course 
of the Corporation, insofar as the Board of Directors has power of 
determination. 

However, the Board of Directors has very limited powers under 
the act. It is provided that they “shall advise and assist” the General 
Manager in the performance of his duties. Other specific duties of 
the Board of Directors are rather innocuous. They include the ap- 
pointment of 40 members of the Advisory Council, the right to call 
meetings of the Council, and the right to fix the maximum limitation 
of expense of the Corporation. 

The Directors do not choose the General Manager. The General 
Manager is appointed by the President, with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. In short, the General Manager has all of the substan- 
tial authority vested in the Corporation. This system, therefore, 
becomes authoritarianism vested in one man. It is a departure from 
a government of laws to a government of one man, 

The proposed legislation seeks to broaden the distribution of power 
among the States. However, it does not provide for a fair and equita- 
ble distribution of power among the States, nor does it repeal the 
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preference clause which is still left in the Bonneville Act if these 
Tae amendments are adopted. 

owever, the act does endeavor to clothe the Corporation with a 
public utility responsibility of furnishing all of the power require- 
ments in the area. If such is the intent, there is no necessity for 
leaving the preference clause in the Bonneville Act. The preference 
clause could be eliminated by very simple legislation. 

This Corporation would receive its funds, not through the usual 
appropriative process with its checks and balances and supervisory 
control of Congress, but through the method of selling its obligations 
to the U.S. Treasury and thereby circumventing the usual fiscal con- 
trol. This was the subject of justifiable criticism by the principal 
financial officer of Congress, the Comptroller General of the United 
States, in a letter written to this subcommittee in March of 1958. 

This method of financing was also criticized by the Comptroller 
General of the United States in a letter dated June 6, 1958, to the 
Honorable Francis Case, U.S. Senator, in which detailed statistics 
were given of the transactions relating to authorizations to expend 
from public debt receipts. As of May 31, 1958, this indirect method 
of acquiring funds for expenditures amounted to a net balance of 
$91,611,645,673. 

Under the provisions of the bill to create the Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation, the same method would be used, although 
the proposed legislation requires that it should not be included in the 
statement of the public debt. This method would enable the Corpo- 
ration to use money collected from the taxpayers without appropria- 
tion or fiscal supervision by Congress as the representative of the tax- 
payers. 

urthermore, the Corporation would fix its own rates without con- 
gressional approval and without any form of regulation. It could sell 
its bonds and acquire cash from the pockets of the taxpayers by 
merely disposing of its bonds to the U.S. Treasury, as proposed in the 
legislation. 

One can only come to the inescapable conclusion that the regional 
Corporation is an end in itself and not the means to an end as its 
proponents suggest. This bill would establish a supergovernment 
with practically unlimited authority in the fields of power develop- 
ment and transmission. It would give this unprecedented authority 
to one man, appointed by the President of the United States and not 
responsible either to the people or their representatives. It would 
provide no additional power. There certainly is no need for the 
drastic measures which this legislation proposes. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. I’m sorry you are 
not more enthusiastic about our bill. 

Senator Gruening, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Gruentna. No, sir. 

Mr. Linpe. I have a question. Mr. Phillips, there are just two 
sentences I wonder if you would care to elaborate on. On pages 2 and 
3—on one page, you said that the agency could even superimpose its 
control over many of the present governmental agencies, and then on 
the next page you say also perhaps it would have certain sovereign 
powers over the States. 

I wonder if you would care to explain what section of the bill o1 
what aspects of the bill you have reference to. 
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Mr. Puttxires. Well, in the first place, in the bill, as I recall it— 
as I say, I haven’t had too much time to study this, so I’m not as 
familiar with it as you—as I recall it, you have certain rights to com- 
mandeer employees from other departments under the bill. Do you 
recall those sections ? 

Mr. Linpe. He’s the expert. 

Mr. Mapes. I certainly do not recall them, Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Puitires. Maybe we'll have to find them here for you. Well, 
there’s one on page 34, I notice. Of course, that’s on terms mutually 
agreeable to such department, where you’re authorized there to request 
the assistance of all the other departments, and so on, and I think 
there’s another one some place. 

Senator Neusercer. That wouldn’t be commandeer, however. That 
is rather strong. 

Mr. Pures. No; that isn’t quite commandeering under that one. 

Mr. Mares. There is a provision, Mr. Phillips—I don’t recall the 
section right now, but there is a provision providing for mutual 
exchange of employees for services with any other power system in 
the area. 

Mr. Putuiprs. I know there’s one pretty strong one in here. 

Mr. Mares. Of course, that.is with their consent. 

Mr. Puuuies. This other one, as I recall it, didn’t even have any- 

thing about consent, but maybe I can find it for you. Now, you take 
on page 27, subdivision (b). That would be section 12, amended sec- 
tion 7, and that requires any Federal agency having data or informa- 
tion pertinent, to the functions of the Corporation— 
* * * is authorized and directed to make such information available to the 
Corporation and to cooperate and counsel fully with the Corporation in the 
planning of the Corporation’s advance program and annual budget program as 
requested and in the planning and implementation of its own functions in the 
comprehensive development of the natural resources of the Pacific Northwest. 

So, that’s any Federal agency. 

Senator Neupercer. That isn’t the States. 

Mr. Puiturpes. No. I’m answering his first question first. That’s the 
Federal agencies. 

Now, I wondered, when I read that section, as to how many Federal 
agencies might find themselves in a very unfavorable position by fail- 
ing to remember that they passed this in the act and they might have 
some information available to this proposed Corporation and never 
gave ittothem. That would be a violation of the law. 

Mr. Mares, I don’t think you would propose that the Federal 
agencies not cooperate between themselves, however. 

Mr. Putuies. No. I'd like to see them cooperate, but I’m just point- 
ing out, because the question was asked, how much authority they 
would exercise over these other agencies. They do exercise authority 
over them. 

Now, you had one second question, sir. 

Mr. Linpr. Yes; the sovereign powers over the States. 

Mr. Puiiurs. That is very easily answered. Under our constitu- 
tional system of government, the Federal Government has such power 
as may be granted to it under the U.S. Constitution. That’s a grant 
of power, and all other powers are reserved to States. Our State 
constitutions usually represent what we call a limitation of power. 
Youw’re an attorney ? 
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Mr. Mares. Yes. 

Mr. Putiures. Yes. So, under the Federal system, if the Federal 
Government can do any work and establish any such corporation as 
this, even build a dam, they have to always do it under some authority 
granted under the U.S. Constitution; and in the event that they do 
have legal authority to do it under the U.S. Constitution, that in and 
of itself becomes paramount to the State laws. Am I correct? 

Mr. Linpe. Yes. 

Mr. Putiures. Yes. Well, that answers your question. In other 
words, this Corporation in here is a Federal Corporation; and if it’s 
legally acceptable under the U.S. Constitution, it can exert paramount 
rights over all the States in the area. 

Mr. Linpve. Not over the States. 

Mr. Puitures. Oh, yes; in their field, they can. 

Mr. Mares. Mr. Phillips, don’t you mean subject to the provisions 
of this bill ? 

Mr. Pures. Oh, sure, subject to the provisions of the bill, but the 
bill is pretty broad. 

Mr. Linpe. I just wondered what specific sovereign powers this 
Corporation is granted in this bill over the States. 

Mr. Puiures. Well, I’m not sure that you havesomuch. Of course, 
you have some language in here, and I’ll read that to you, but you 
don’t do any of it under the other provisions of the bill. 

It starts on the first page: 

That for the purposes of improving navigation, assisting the fullest practicable 
comprehensive development and conservation of the resources of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries, strengthening the national defense, and promoting the 
general economic welfare of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation there is hereby 
created * * *. 

That gives you aclue. Navigation is one of the constitutional fea- 
tures of the U.S. Constitution, which promises a right of navigation 
in interstate commerce. National defense is another. So you put 
those recitations in the bill, but you don’t do any of them. 

If the bill is enacted, the only thing it does is attempt to make power 
or sell power. 

Mr. Linpr. Have you answered the question as to what sovereign 
powers the bill does grant over the States ? 

Mr. Putures. I’ve been trying to point them out to you. 

Mr. Linpe. You say it doesn’t do them. 

Mr. Puiutres. Yes; but if the bill is legally sound and it has some 
Federal authority behind it in our Constitution to make it stand up, 
then it becomes paramount to the States; and if it has no such rights, 
the courts should probably throw it out, anyway, but I’m not so sure 
they’d do it under the welfare clause. Now, that’s the one that’s been 
expanded here lately. You recognize that? 

Mr. Linpe. Yes; I recognize it. 

Mr. Movtron. May I ask you a question, Mr. Phillips? Aren’t 
your objections the same as you would have for the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Act, or an extension of that? 

Mr. Prius. Yes; basically they’re the same. I haven’t attempted 
to check this against the TVA Act. 

Mr. Movurton. If you come to Washington next year to testify on 
the TVA extension bill, you may change some of the names in here 
and you can use the same statement. 
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Mr. Puuairs. I don’t agree with the TVA Act either. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Phillips, on page 5, you say: 

However, the act does endeavor to clothe the Corporation with a public utility 
responsibility of furnishing all of the power requirements in the area. If such 
is the intent, there is no necessity for leaving the preference clause in the 
Bonneville Act. 

Will you explain to me why that would be so? 

Mr. Soe Well, Senator Neuberger, assuming that this Corpo- 
ration would be established with all of the powers that are stated in 
all these words, which would include the full authority to go out and 
sell its securities to the Treasury of the United States and thereby 
procure its funds, go out and either build projects or acquire projects, 
or at least acquire power in a sufficient amount at all times to supply 
the needs of the whole Pacific Northwest, well, if that’s the situation, 
we'll never have a power shortage. There’s never any reason then 
for a preference clause. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, you’ve said that, and I would agree with 
a substantial portion of what you just said, and yet earlier you said, 
“The proposed redraft would add nothing to the power supply avail- 
able to the Pacific Northwest.” 

Mr. Pures. I don’t think it will. 

Senator Neusercer. But you just said it will end all power shortage. 

Mr. Puritres. Perhaps we’re speaking in circles here because you 
say, I assume, you or the sponsor, Mr. Norwood, I think, claims that 
this will produce some power. We don’t believe it will any more 
than what you are now doing. 

Senator Neusercer. But you just said that, if the intent of the bill 
and the various powers conferred in the bill are carried out, there will 
be no power shortages, and, therefore, the preference clause won’t 
be necessary. Now, if there will be no power shortages, then certainly 
your earlier statement is not correct that the proposed redraft would 
add nothing to the power supply available to the Pacific Northwest. 
You can’t have it both ways. 

You can’t say, one, “We don’t need the preference clause because this 
bill will end power shortages,” and then you can’t say repeatedly 
throughout your testimony that this will add nothing to the power 
supply available. I think you’ve got to take one position or the other, 
Mr. Phillips. You can’t take both of them. 

Mr. Puuties. All right, we'll take your words first—or the com- 
mittee’s words—excuse me—Mr. Norwood’s words 

Senator Neupercer. Let me say this as far as Mr. Norwood is con- 
cerned. Mr. Norwood wrote the first bill which we first put in with- 
out amendment so that we could have hearings and have suggestions 
for redraft. I think you are aware of the fact that this bill is changed 
in many essential respects. There is no veto power over licensed 
projects. We have put in some modifications in the preference clause. 
We have made many other changes too numerous to mention here, so 
that I think you should at least confine your discussion to the com- 
mittee print that’s before us. 

Mr. Puiites. I'll be glad to. You asked the question about this 
utility responsibility clause, Senator. Let us read on page 21, section 
9. Thatsays: 


Sec. 9. (a) Subsection (a) of section 





5 of said Act, as amended, is kereby 


amended by striking the first sentence and inserting the following in lieu thereof * 
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“Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Corporation is authorized and directed 
to construct and to schedule the construction of generating and transmission 
facilities, or to purchase and exchange power, so as to fulfill the net power needs 
of all members of the public who require its service as a wholesaler within the 
Pacific Northwest and who desire and are willing to enter into contracts to 
purchase their net wholesale power requirements from the Corporation.” 

Now, that’s a statement of purpose, I assume. That’s a statement 
of what they hope to accomplish. If they do accomplish that, there 
will be no need for the preference clause. On my other hand, to 
indicate that I am not talking in contrary terms, I don’t think they 
would ever come to the place that, as a Corporation, they would fulfill 
it. 

Senator Neusercer. But if they do accomplish that, then your earlier 
statement is not true, that the proposed redraft would add nothing to 
the power supply available? 

Mr. Putiuirs. Right. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Pururs. Do I make myself clear? 

Senator Neusercer. You make yourself clear, and I want to make 
myself clear. 

Mr. Putters. I don't mean to criticize your drafting of the bill, but 
I still am of the opinion that I don’t think this Corporation would pro- 
duce power in those quantities. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mares. Yes, I have two questions, Senator. They are somewhat 
technical in nature, but they relate to general statements of Mr. 
Phillips. 

The first one was your statement on page 2 of your prepared draft 
where I believe it says that the Corporation would exercise control 
over the entire field of power development in the Northwest. That 
concerned me a little bit because I hadn’t read the act that way. 

I wanted to know, for instance, if Portland General Electric were 
to construct a thermal project or a dam or something like that, is there 
any way the Corporation according to this draft could prevent that 
or interfere with it in any way ? 

Mr. Prius. They could interfere. They have rights of inter- 
vention specifically under this act, as I recall it. Ina hearing before 
the Federal Power Commission, they could intervene or before any 
State agency having jurisdictional premises. They can object to it. 
In that w ay, you more or less control to some extent the desires of 
whoever might have jurisdiction on the subject. 

Senator Neupercer. You said ‘ ‘practic ally autonomous control over 
the entire field of power development.” 

Mr. Puirures. Right. That means the power of eminent domain, 
which is very broad in this bill, under which you could apply anything 
under the sun if you wanted to. 

Senator Neusercer. When you refer to intervention, you mean to 
say, if this agency has the right to intervene before the Federal Power 
Commission in a hearing on your Round Butte project, that that would 
be the equivalent of practically autonomous control ? 

Mr. Putuies. I doubt it on that one. 

Senator Neupercer. But you just referred to intervention as an 
example. 
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Mr. Putuies. But I say, when you have really autonomous con- 
trol, you have it when you have the right of eminent domain to 
acquire, which they have a full eminent domain provision in here to 
acquire any real or personal property. 

Senator Neupercer. I presume your company has a right of 
eminent domain when it’s building a transmission line. 

Mr. Puusips. Only for such things that we can show a necessit 
for too, but the eminent domain feature here, if it were established, 
they could acquire any powerplant of any kind whatsoever. 

Mr. Mares. But you don’t mean that that would apply to a thermal 
generation system ? 

Mr. Puiuies. You have an exception on thermal. 

Mr. Mares. You interpreted the powers of the Corporation to 
include taking over hydroplants and that sort of thing? 

Mr. Puiurs. Oh, certainly. You have it right in here some place, 
full eminent domain. 

Mr. Mapes. I’d like to see that myself. 

Mr. Putures. I think you'll find it on page 15. It’s a very short 
one where you amend section 2(c) of the pads Act: 

The Corporation may acquire, by purchase, lease, exchange, condemnation, 
or donation, such real and personal property, or any interest therein, including 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission lines, sub- 
stations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Corporation 
finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Mr. Mares. Do you think the purposes of this act in any way give 
the Corporation the function of supplying all the power in the area, 
or taking over private utilities, or anything like that? 

Mr. Puiurps. I don’t know what their intention would be, but 
they certainly—I’m talking about the authority and power that they 
havetodoit. They have that right to do it. 

Mr. Mares. The only other question I had with regard to your 
statement was on page 6, that there would be no fiscal supervision by 
the Congress. Are you aware of the provisions of the Government 
Corporation Control Act as they apply to this? 

Mr. Puiuures. Yes. The Corporation would have to make reports 
to them, and the name of this Corporation would be added to the list, 
of which I think there are now 50 or 51 corporations. 

Mr. Mares. It is also true, for the sake of the record, that the 
budget of the Corporation would be submitted to the Congress, and 
would have to be approved by the Congress before they could carry 
out any expenditures under this act. 

Mr. Puitires. I’m not so sure about affirmative approval, as I 
recall this. As I say, I’d like to study it a little more, but, as I recall, 
they submit it to Congress, and if Congress doesn’t object within a 
certain time limit, why, they automatically approve it. Am I right 
or wrong on that? 

Mr. Mapes. That’s not right as regards the budget of the Corpo- 
ration. 

Mr. Pures. I thought it was in that form. 

Mr. Mares. The way it is written, the Corporation Control Act 
would apply completely. 
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Mr. Pumures. They raise their money by compulsory—by sale of 
their securities to the Treasury Department, and the Treasury De- 
partment has to buy them, as I recall it. 

Mr. Mares. Yes, but there are ‘no expenditures outside of the 
budget, and the budget is included under the Corporation Control 
Act. 

Mr. Puriures. But you don’t have congressional appropriation when 
a corporation like this can march into the Treasury of the United 
States and say, “We want to sell you some bonds. You have to buy 
them,” which they do under this act.- Then you would get a few 
hundred million dollars which came from the taxpayers. So, that 
would not come through congressional appropriation. 

Mr. Mares. I might just read in section 103 of the Government 
Corporation Control Act for the record here on the budget program 
of the corporations: 


Budget programs of the corporations as modified, amended, or revised by the 


President shall be transmitted to the Congress as a part of the annual budget 
required by sections 1 * * * 


and so on— 


* * * of this title. Amendments to the annual budget programs may be sub- 
mitted from time to time. Budget programs shall be submitted for all 
wholly owned Government Corporations covering operations for the fiscal year 
eommencing July 1, 1946, and each fiscal year thereafter. 

The way that acts, in effect, is that the Corporation submits its 
budget to the Budget Bureau, and then the Budget Bureau includes 
it in the budget message to the Congress. 

Mr. Puiures. That’s right. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Pures. Thank you, Senator. I’m sorry to have to disagree 
with you. 

Senator Neurnercer. Well, I think we’ve got a good bill. I think 
we can improve it, and I’m glad to have suggestions. 


STATEMENT OF IVAN LAIRD, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHWEST 
PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


The next witness is Mr. Ivan Laird, vice president of the North- 
west Public Power Association. Mr. Laird is from Sitkum, Oreg. 
He is a former distinguished member of the Oregon State legislature. 

Mr. Larrp. Senator Neuberger, I have a written statement here 
that I would like to submit. I don’t care to take any valuable time, 
other than to just state that I am for this bill as it is written. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you have a statement in writing? 

Mr. Laren. Yes. 

Senator Nevgercer. It will appear in full in the hearing record. 
Thank you very much for submitting it. I’m glad you’re here today. 

Mr. Larrp. Thank you, Senator, 

(The complete statement of Mr. Laird follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ivan C. Laird. 
I am a farmer. For 20 years I have been president of the board of directors of 
Coos Curry Electric Cooperative, Inc. I served in the Oregon State Legislature 
Assembly during the 1951 and 1953 sessions. 
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Our cooperative is serving over 5,000 member consumers in the southwest 
corner 01 Oregon. We are a considerable distance from the Columbia River 
but we receive Bonneville power at the same postage-stamp rate. We depend on 
Columbia River power. For the year ending June 30, 1958, we paid $285,174.95 
into the U.S. Treasury for wholesale power, and we expect that our annual use 
of power will continue to grow at a healthy rate. 

I am also the vice president of the Northwest Public Power Association and 
have served on the board of trustees for 6 years. Over the past 4% years I 
have followed the preparation of the Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill through eight different drafts. Our association has invested over $5,000 in 
research, legal, printing, and other costs to get this bill ready. 

Let me emphasize that we tried sincerely to get the best advice and all the 
comments of all interested parties. Our association office has a long shelf of 
files. We have received over a thousand suggestions most of which have been 
adopted. 

The Columbia River is one of our greatest natural resources, and I am sure 
there is no one thing that would create more industrial development and more 
jobs than an abundance of cheap electric power. 

So, to this end I feel it our duty to create an instrument to facilitate the 
comprehensive development of the Columbia River to serve our national de- 
fense and the welfare of the people of this great United States. 

Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mr. Ralph Wittenberg of 


the Associated Oregon Industries. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH WITTENBERG, ASSOCIATED OREGON 
INDUSTRIES 


Mr. Wirrensera. Senator Neuberger, Senator Gruening, and mem- 
bers of the staff, my name is Ralph S. Wittenberg. I represent As- 
sociated Oregon Industries which in its membership embraces some 
525 Oregon industrial, manufacturing, and commercial firms. Be- 
cause we so predominantly represent the industrial segment of Ore- 

on’s economy, we have a vital stake in energy resources required by 
industry, and a deep interest in any legislation affecting these 
resources. 

At the outset I should like to explain that the AOI—I might be 
brief and say that this paragraph indicates that we have not had suffi- 
cient time to study the committee print, and that we would like to 
reserve the right to send in a report after we have had sufficient study. 

Senator Nreupercer. I want to say that you will be given the right 
to do that. The hearing record will be open for at least a month. 
This statement is quite long and, because we do have quite a long list 
of witnesses, some of whom have asked to be accommodated in the 
morning because of their schedules, I would appreciate it if you 
would paraphrase your statement that you have here today, but the 
entire statement will appear in the record in full, Mr. Wittenberg. 

Mr. Wirrenserc. Well, I would like to read two or three para- 
graphs here. We feel no sensible purpose can be served, it seems to 
us, by a mere transfer of ownership of what is substantially an al- 
ready built system, from existing agencies which have built it and 
which presently operate the hydro facilities to a new agency of Gov- 
ernment. No new power supplies will be created thereby and real 
costs cannot be lowered an iota. 

On the other hand, the effort to do so will stir up much conflict and 
controversy which will operate to hamper development, tend to de- 
stroy the healthfulness of a business climate which, as an organiza- 
tion, we are doing our utmost to preserve, and to waste political 
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energies which otherwise could be utilized to greater effect in obtain- 
ing beneficial legislation for our State, region, and Nation. 

In addition to the foregoing broad grounds for opposition, Associ- 
ated Oregon Industries would apply to any legislation proposing the 
establishment of a Federal power corporation a number of specific 
tests. These would include such questions as: Would the corporation 

ossess an overriding, authoritarian power weakening the position of 
tates, local governments and nongovernmental organizations? We 
think the bill does that. 

I think I can save you some time vy just submitting the statement. 

Senator Neusercer. We’re very pleased to have your views, and the 
hearing record, as I said, will be open for approximately a month, 
which would extend well into January, so that any supplementary 
recommendations or suggestions, which Associated Oregon Industries 
may have, or which you may have, will be received and will appear in 
the hearing record in full. 

Mr. Wirrenserc. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Wittenberg. 

(The complete statement of Mr. Wittenberg follows :) 


My name is Ralph S. Wittenberg. I represent Associated Oregon Industries 
which in its membership embraces some 525 Oregon industrial, manufacturing 
and commercial firms. Because we so predominantly represent the industrial 
segment of Oregon’s economy, we have a vital stake in energy resources required 
by industry, and a deep interest in any legislation affecting these resources. 

At the outset I should like to explain that Associated Oregon Industries has in 
effect within its organizational structure a rather formalized process of giving 
study to legislative proposals. It begins with investigation by special subcom- 
mittees of one or more standing committees, and after running the gamut of 
discussion by the standing committee memberships, it ends with a report and 
recommendation to our organization’s executive board. This latter body has to 
meet, discuss and act upon all such matters. This, of course, consumes time, and 
we simply have not had enough of it to reach complete conclusions upon the most 
recent version of 8. 3114 which we understand is to be introduced in the forth- 
coming session of Congress. 

We regret the fact that the new version did not reach us in time for the above- 
described process to run full course and for that reason respectfully request 
further opportunity to make our views known at any future hearing which may 
be scheduled on the new bill. 

Broadly stated, our opposition to 8. 3114 or to similar legislation is based upon 
a failure of proponents to demonstrate any substantial necessity for a Federal 
corporation superimposed upon the existing Federal and non-Federal agencies 
supplying hydroelectricity to Oregon and the Pacific Northwest region. We are 
in an era of extremely rapid dam construction, and resulting abundant power 
supply. Large quantities of federally generated power are presently going to 
waste. 

Moreover, when one looks into the future, the objective of fully developing the 
hydroelectric resources of the Columbia River system seems to be well within the 
capability of accomplishment by existing public and private, Federal and non- 
Federal utility systems. The job remaining, compared with that already done or 
in active process, seems relatively small—on the order of 25 percent of economi- 
cally feasible projects. 

No sensible purpose can be served, it seems to us, by a mere transfer of 
ownership of what is substantially an already built system, from existing 
agencies which have built it and which presently operate the hydro facilities 
to a new agency of government. No new power supplies will be created thereby 
and real costs cannot be lowered an iota. 

On the other hand, the effort to do so will stir up much conflict and con- 
troversy which will operate to hamper development, tend to destroy the health- 
fulness of a business climate which, as an organization, we are doing our utmost 
to preserve, and to waste political energies which otherwise could be utilized 
to greater effect in obtaining beneficial legislation for our State, region, and 
Nation. 
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In addition to the foregoing broad grounds for opposition, Associated Oregon 
Industries would apply to any legislation proposing the establishment of a 
Federal power corporation a number of specific tests. These would include 
such questions as: Would the corporation possess an overriding, authoritarian 
power weakening the position of States, local governments, and nongovernmental 
organizations? 

Would the corporation be so autonomous as to be independent of the Congress 
in fiscal matters generally and in debt creation particularly? Would it be 
independent of Federal and State regulatory agencies in ratemaking and de- 
termining standards of service? Above all, would it be permitted, or legally 
required, to grant discriminatory preferences to different classes of customers? 

Would it be in a position to usurp power sites? Condemn existing plants? 
Veto the orderly planning of such long established and experienced agencies 
as the U.S. Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Federal 
Power Commission? 

The original version of S. 3114 produced affirmatives to all of these test 
questions, and our incomplete study of the newer revised version—the committee 
print which has been in our hands only a few days—indicates that not many, 
if any, of the affirmatives have been converted to the negative. Consequently, 
we remain strongly opposed to this legislation. 

In particular, great power will be vested in the Corporation’s General Manager. 
It is sufficient, and so free of any checks, that the proposed bill, if passed in its 
present form, will turn over the power business of the entire Pacific Northwest 
region to a one-man dictatorship. The dictator will be a Presidential appointee, 
named independently of the directors who one would normally expect to have 
responsibility for directing affairs of the Corporation. However, under terms 
of the proposed bill the powers of the directors are so limited as to render 
them nonentities. 

Nor does the proposed Advisory Council provide an effective means of control. 
While theoretically it could voice the desires of various State and Federal 
agencies, there is no requirement that its advice need be heeded by the corpora- 
tion. As a matter of fact, the corporation itself will have the power to eppoint 
a majority of the council—rendering it not much more than a rubber stamp for 
any policies which the Corporation desires to promote. 

Another unbridled power of the Corporation is its authority “for the pur- 
chase, exchange, sale, storage, or release of water” coupled with the removal 
of any area restriction applicable to such transactions. Here is an inbuilt 
authority to divert water from Oregon and Northwest streams into California. 
There is companion authority, of course, to export energy generated in this 
region to California or other areas. 

The pious gesture to States rights contained in section 7(c) is self-contra- 
dictory, and one looking for a means of exercising a decent measure of local 
control over the Corporation can find little comfort here. The words of the 
section preserving rights of the States in one breath, and all rights of the Fed- 
eral Government in the other, merely confirms the existing paramount authority 
of the Federal Government in most areas of water resource conflict pertaining 
to different sovereignties, and as a matter of fact, extends and amplifies it 
through the medium of the proposed Corporation. 

Absolute authority in the matter of ratemaking and standards of service 
also is preserved for the Corporation in the new version of the bill. The pres- 
ent requirement for approval of rates by the Federal Power Commission con- 
tained in the present Bonneville Power Administration Act is removed com- 
pletely—not even a consultative reference to the Commission is left as part 
of the ratemaking process. As a result, any parties aggrieved have no place 
to go for appeal except to the Corporation itself. 

Powers of condemnation by the Corporation are virtually all inclusive. The 
limitations pertaining to atomic and thermal plants are weakened by conflict- 
ing sections elsewhere granting unlimited condemnation power over “such real 
and personal property * * * as the Corporation finds necessary * * *.” The 
supposed removal of the Corporation’s veto power over other projects in the 
region built under non-Federal sponsorship and under license of the Federal 
Power Commission is thus rendered meaningless. 

In conclusion, the attempt to soften the inherent discrimination of the pref- 
erence clause by the amendment contained in the committee print falls short 
of rectifying the basic evil of preference. Special preference and privilege is 
not only inequitable per se, but also incompatible with the utility responsi- 
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bility which the bill under consideration attempts to grant to the proposed 
Corporation. 

The amendment modifying preference becomes applicable only after an im- 
pending shortage of power is foreseen, probably too late to correct inequities 
previously built up, and is limited in effect by the proviso that only new sources 
of power will be allocated geographically. 

All of the foregoing flaws in the Power Corporation bill as now revised have 
influenced Associated Oregon Industries to reach a strong conviction that it is 
a bad bill, inimical to the interests of Oregon industry and Oregon economic 
welfare. We oppose it strongly, and urge that it not be introduced in the 
forthcoming session of the Congress. 

Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mr. Allan A. Smith, gen- 


eral counsel of Pacific Power & Light Co. 


STATEMENT OF ALLAN A. SMITH, GENERAL COUNSEL, PACIFIC 
POWER & LIGHT CO., PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Smiru. Pacific Power & Light Co. appreciates the opportunity 
to appear before the committee to make this general statement con- 
cerning the draft bill which was released to the general public less 
than 2 weeks ago. 

This bill proposes a fundamental change in the manner of develop- 
ment of an important portion of the natural resources of the Pacific 
Northwest. It touches and affects the concerns of private utilities, of 
public utility districts, REA’s, irrigationists, industrialists, and State 
and local agencies concerned with water development. It will affect 
the whole future economic development of the Pacific Northwest. 

The bill as drafted is complicated, broad, and establishes a powerful 
Federal agency to act in the midst of complex and important affairs. 
Its specific provisions require a careful study and analysis, which time 
has, of course, not permitted to be done. 

We can see some large and fundamental issues in the bill which we 
will discuss today, but its importance is such that we would wish to 
appear further, if a bill is introduced, at Washington hearings to 
present a complete development of the problems raised by the bill. 
I trust it may be understood that I am not speaking in any personal 
sense or critically of any individual. I know how the Senator and his 
staff have been occupied and realize that the Senator himself may 
not have been able to give this matter the attention that a question 
of such importance demands and which otherwise it would have had. 

In its briefest form this bill purports to provide that the Federal 
Government is to carry on the business of generating and transmitting 
electric current in the Pacific Northwest. 

I expect that it will be asserted that such a venture into the electric 
business by the Federal Government will be good for the economic 
growth of this area. We have come to the conclusion that the con- 
trary is true. 

The bill as drafted will result in the sudden stoppage of invest- 
ment through traditional sources by utility groups, public and private. 
It will foreclose the future under taking by local utilities, public or 
private, of such great projects as the Priest Rapids project in the 
State of Washington, being built by the Grant County Public Utility 


District of Washington, supported by contracts with private utilities 
and public power bodies, or of the Swift project, the highest earth- 
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filled dam in the world, being built by Pacific Power & Light Co. and 
Cowlitz County Public Utility District. 

The real problem here is that neither the original nor the abandoned 
S. 3114 nor this revision recognizes that a power shortage no longer 
exists. Neither bill provides a better vehicle for solving the future 
power supply requirements of this area than is already at hand. 
Neither bill recognizes that here, more than anywhere else, there has 
developed an areawide community of action in the construction of 
electric utilities that has enabled us, with remarkable teamwork, to 
overcome the shortage that resulted from the same Federal domination 
this bill proposes. 

The local public and private utilities in the last 8 years have gone 
to the private money markets of the country and have raised and 
spent $700 million in the construction of generation and transmission, 
and will spend $1 billion more in the next 5 years if they are not 
stymied, But this bill leaves no place for this winning team. 

Now let us examine the proposed bill and note the manner in which 
the Corporation will function as a roadblock to construction by any- 
one else. 

First, it may construct such thermal and atomic power producing 
facilities as it wishes without any further authorization by Congress. 
While this provision in the bill does not mention hydro, it would 
appear from other provisions of the bill that the Corporation could 
build hydro as well. 

I know: 

(a) That the Corporation may carry out such activities as may 
be necessary or appropriate for the generation, transmission, and 
sale of electric energy. 

(6) It is authorized and directed to construct and to schedule 
the construction of generation and transmission facilities so as 
to fulfill net. power needs of those who choose to buy power from 
the Corporation. 

(c) It may provide funds for the portion of the cost of Fed- 
eral multipurpose projects allocated to power. 

(dz) It may make agreements with non-Federal agencies for 
the construction, operation, or maintenance of any hydroelectric 
project. 

It is asserted, however, that this bill leaves construction of hydro 
projects in existing agencies such as the Corps of Engineers. But if 
our reading of the actual language of the bill is correct, it also author- 
izes construction of hydro by the proposed Corporation, without au- 
thorization by Congress, and without any protection whatever to 
nonpower uses. 

Indeed, it would appear that the Corporation could, under this 
construction, forthwith proceed to the construction of Nez Perce 
Dam without regard to the destruction of the salmon runs that would 
result, Certainly, in steam and atomic power, and apparently in 
hydro, the Corporation can move into any field of operation it wishes. 

Second, the Corporation can condemn any or all existing utility 
transmission lines, isolating local utilities, public or private, from their 
own generation. Control of transmission will give the Corporation a 
stranglehold over the utilities of the area. 
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Third, the Corporation can block the issuance of a license for a 
hydroelectric project to any utility by intervening on the simple 
grounds that it has plans for the project. In my opinion, this pro- 
vision is as drastic as the veto which was in the former bill, S. 3114. 
The opposition to the issuance of licenses by the Corporation would 
be effective in stopping any other hydro development by either public 
or private agencies. There is no assurance that any project would be 
left for local agencies, public or private. 

Fourth, these sweeping powers are to be financed by enormous 
financial resources available to the Corporation without further act of 
Congress, millions of dollars in special funds and unexpended balances, 
millions in deferred debt and tax moneys; and, if that is not enough, 
all the annual revenues are made available for any purpose without 
further act of Congress. If the revenues are not enough, the Corpora- 
tion may, whenever it wishes and without any review, raise its rates. 

This power to preempt the best sites, to seize transmission, and to 

ractically veto construction is enough, of itself, to stop all further 
investment by private capital in electric resources of the Northwest. 
But this is not all. While the loss of ability to build its own genera- 
tion is serious to a utility, this bill would jeopardize a utility’s very 
existence. ; 

The bill, as I have said, authorizes condemnation of our transmission 
lines, thus isolating us from our own generation and putting the Cor- 
poration in control of our operations. Steam and atomic plants may 
not be condemned, but they may be acquired and there are abundant 
ways provided to pressure an unwilling seller. Nothing is said, spe- 
cifically, about condemnation of hydro owned by local agencies, public 
or private, and I fear the bill thus authorizes the seizure of existing 
ides plants. 

But we are incredulous when we see that the Corporation is author- 
ized to do what no utility and no existing Government agency can do, 
arbitrarily discriminate between customers in establishing rates. In 
view of our past experiences with the efforts of the Federal Govern- 
ment to drive us out of business, we can only expect that the power of 
discrimination will be used to help destroy us. We wonder why there 
is no provision that the rates be equitable, that there is not even a pro- 
vision that the rates be made public. 

And, finally, the Corporation may compete with local agencies, 
public or private, with the signal advantage of Government money, 
and may take their customers, existing or future. It may control the 
operations of local agencies and stifle them with arbitrary rates. 
These terrible powers are as much a threat to the existence and integ- 
rity of public bodies as to ourselves. 

This enormous power is to be wielded by a General Manager, ap- 
pointed by the President under the direction of a Cabinet officer desig- 
nated by the President. The confusing bedlam of a Board of Direc- 
tors, who do no more than advise and assist the General Manager, and 
78 members of an Advisory Board, who do nothing but advise, do not 
change the fact that two men will dispose of the vast powers of the 
Corporation—local citizens will have no control, either direct or 





through Congress or any State agency or legislature. We will all be 
subject to the whims of two men. 

Is it not painfully apparent that this Corporation, with its free 
spending of vast sums of money, no accountability for its actions 
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le except the mere transmittal of an annual budget to Congress, and 
- Congress not required to do anything about it, will stop the public 
4 | and private agencies in their tracks? And in such case, what of our 


employees—their right to bargain collectively, to be sure in seniority 

ie rights and pensions will be in jeopardy. 
0 I say this Corporation will attack local utilities because that has 
been the objective of every such bill that has been before Congress 
in the last 35 years. The committee print in its major provisions is 


if a counterpart of those bills. I don’t think the objective has changed. 
S, I believe that you will understand why, in view of the power of this 
h, Corporation to seize our property, to isolate us from our sources of 
at generation, to block our construction of new plants, and to compete 
re with us at costs of money below our own, we must soberly report to 
"| | you that this bill will have the result of substituting a state capitalism 
to | in the Northwest for private investment through local public and 
er private power agencies. : : 
st. It is, if I may say so, with all respect to the good faith of the 
“. sponsors of this measure, saddening that such a proposal could be 
ry contemplated. This country is in a struggle for the allegiance and 
support of the free peoples of the world. 
on Our opponent in this struggle is selling to the world an economic 
r- system that asserts the doctrine of state capitalism—that the govern- 
LY ment shall provide capital investment in the wealth-producing facili- 
nt ties of the country—that the government, rather than the citizens shall 
-. own and control such facilities. The American belief is that such 
lie a system is inherently destructive of freedom and initiative. 
ng We are attached to the doctrine that the wealth-producing facilities 
of this country shall be in the hands of private citizens, subject to 
ia such necessary regulations and controls by the government as may 
lo. be necessary. 
Tn In such a time of world struggle we should have expected to find 
ae measures introduced that would facilitate and encourage the flow 
of of capital into private investment in resource development, for such 
re a type of measure, carried through with imagination and success, 
<. is the best proof to the world that it is our economic system that offers 
| the best chance of future progress and prosperity. This bill goes 
es, in just the opposite direction. ; 
ay, tam aware that what I say to you is quite opposed to what this 
he bill is generally understood to do. But I am speaking from the actual 
any provisions of the bill, and from long and bitter experience with the 
iid ability of powerful and ambitious Government administrators to seize 
6 the ambiguity to advance their social aims. 
p- There are provisions in this committee draft apparently inserted 
ig- to provide some modicum of protection for existing utilities. One 
ie of these is the modification of the preference clause in the Bonneville 


sic Act. This, no doubt, is held out as some assurance to the people of 
the State of Oregon of protection against the drainage of all the 
Federal power to the State of Washington. I am in sympathy with 
such an effort and I commend the Senator for trying to do something 
he about it. 

However, the proposed amendment does not achieve its purpose. 
In 1965 there will be no firm tax-free, low cost Federal power avail- 
able to the utilities in Oregon. There is nothing in this bill what- 
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ever to change that result, nothing to stop the diversion of Federal 
power away ‘from the State of Oregon. However praiseworthy the 
objectives, the provision, as drawn, it seems to me, is a cruel hoax. 

If a utility builds its own generation, it loses Federal power, if it 
does not build its own gene1 ration, it can rely at most on a share of 
those few plants built during a shor tage—it can’t even keep its share 
of existing plants it had _ before the shortage. Far from curing 
present discriminations, this measure creates new discriminations— 
for the Corporation can direct power to new customers frora old and 
establish ones if in its wisdom it thinks best. 

We don’t think this provision is good for Oregon. 

While what I have said goes to the partic ular concerns of present 
producers of energy in the area, we are also concerned as citizens of 
the Northwest in the rude destruction of the tried and proven Siate 
and regiona ARDC that would result from this bill. 

In 1870, the Desert Land Act recognized that the development of 
the great West would result from the wise use of its water resources, 
and committed the disposition of those resources—except for navi- 
gable waters—to the several States. Since that date water rights 
gained by appropriation under State laws have been the heart of 
our western economy. Itrigationists, industrial water users, domestic 
and civic water ‘suppliers, recreationisis, and many others depend upon 
this wise and intricate system of water rights for the development 
and protection of their interests. 

The whole system was brought into doubt by recent Supreme Court 
decisions, and this bill will complete its destruction. This great, 
powerful, single-minded Federal power agency, straddling State 
boundaries, commanding many, many millions of dollars of tax and 
Federal debt moneys, will over whelm, in the interest of power, the 
efforts of competing water users for adequate consideration and 
protection. 

Nothing has been done in the proposed act to effectively preserve 
State control over water rights. There is an attempt to do so but the 
provision as now written would relate only to projects authorized 
under the bill. But by other specific provisions in the act, water- 
control structures are not to be built by the Corporation but by eXxist- 
ing agencies. 

‘As a consequence, nothing in this bill serves to mitigate the im- 
pact of the Court’s decisions on States rights respecting the control 
of water. Whenever any agency of the F Federal Government builds 
a dam, no matter how small, the proposed bill authorizes the Cor- 
poration to insist upon the inclusion of power facilities, and under 
those circumstances the use of the water for power may, if the Cor- 
poration so desires, becomes dominant over any competing use. 

Let us consider the specific provisions of the bill with regard 
to navigation and reclamation projects. The Corporation cannot 
spend money for navigation or flood control or reclamation saliieeti 
as such; it may give financial aid to the hydroelectric features, but 
there is no requirement that it give assistance to the hydroelectric 
features of a navigation or flood control or reclamation project if 
it chooses not to do so. Thus, the Corporation has a practical veto 
over the plans and proposals of other agencies in the Northwest in 
respect to any project having hydroelectric potentials. 
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This agency is specifically granted the right, through its author- 
ity to allocate power and its. authority to ‘establish discriminatory 
rates, to enforce on the region its own ideas of economic development. 
This Federal giant can decide that the lower Willamette Valley shall 
forevermore be agricultural, that lumber mills should be located at 
Pendleton, but no aluminum plants, ths at Portland should have light 
manufactures, and Seattle have the basic industry. And, having de- 
cided it, there is full power given to the Corporation to effect this 
arbitrary plan by wi ithholding power supplies and by the establish- 
ment of special and arbitrary power rates. Should it so wish, a plant 
the Corporation wants built can be given a privileged rate, at the 
expense of an existing competitive plant. 

There are many other things that concern us in this bill. For in- 
stance, the Corporation would be authorized to build transmission lines 
out of the area—apparently anywhere in the United States. It would 
be, under present circumstance " wuthorized to build generating plants 
outside the area, apparently, again, anywhere in the United States. 
It is even authorized to sell the waters of the Columbia River out- 
side the area. We can find no justification for these provisions. 

The passage of this bill would mean the end of investment by pri- 

vate capital in the development of hydroelectric, and perhaps ther- 

mal, resources of the Pacific Northwest. There would be created a 
powerful Federal corporation, effectively controlled by two men, im- 
mune from State or local control, with subtle but drastic power to 
chart the future development of the region. 

It likewise would be free from congressional control, according to 
the report of the Comptroller General respecting the original bill, 8S. 
3114. In my opinion, the objections raised against that bill because 
of the freedom from congressional control are valid as to this bill. It 
would jeopardize the control of water and water rights by the respee- 
tive States. 

Why should such a thing be done? 

I come back to this theme. We have licked the shortage. We have 
plenty of power. We will have plenty of power in the years to come. 

In 1950 the local agencies started their construction of major hydro. 
Before that time, since the middle thirties, reliance was on the Federal 
Government, and in 1949, and again in 1952, we had a shortage. 
From that shortage period a magnificent hydro construction pro- 
gram—a major share carried by local utilities—has brought us to the 
point where today and for many years in the future we are assured 
of ample power supplies. 

Listen to what the Bonneville Power Administration has to say 
about power supply in its current “Advance Program”: 





Under critical year hydroelectric conditions and including full use of steam 
and possible imports, the region is now estimated to have a surplus of 126,000 
kilowatts in 1964-65 in contrast with a deficit of some 184,000 kilowatts as 
estimated in the 1956 advance program. 

Under median month year hydroelectric conditions, area resources are sufficient 
to serve both firm and interruptible loads throughout the period of the estimate 
and, in addition, displace all steam generation through the 1967-68 year. 


That has been made possible because of the construction of genera- 
tion by non-Federal utilities, and in that group I include both public 
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and private concerns. This is something more that the Bonneville 
Power Administration has said: 

A comparison of loads and resources for the area shows a considerable im- 
provement in power supply conditions from that shown 2 years ago. For 
example, prime power capabilities for 1959-60 are estimated to be 772 megawatts 
in excess of firm load requirements, whereas in the 1956 advance program the 
surplus was estimated as 214 megawatts. * * * New generation schedules since 
publication of the 1956 advance program and a speedup in some generator 
installation schedules account for this improvement. With the new projects 
under active consideration, the power situation should improve further by next 
year. 

The tables have turned by the great teamwork that has been going 
on in this area since 1950. The local bodies, public and private, today 
have under construction 414 million kilowatts of new capacity—the 
total under construction in the area today exceeds 7 million kilo- 
watts—which is about one-third more than the Federal Government 
built in the whole period from 1930 to today. The local utilities will 
go uhead unless they are stopped by bills like this. We don’t find 
ourselves in any need for a radical change. 

Just what is this powerful Federal bureaucracy supposed to build? 
Every project on the main stem of the Columbia River has been 
built, is building, is already licensed, or a license or preliminary 
permit has been applied for. Sixty-one percent of the total hydro- 
electric capacity of the Columbia River Basin has already been con- 
structed, is under construction, license has been applied for, or has 
been actually licensed or authorized for construction. 

The remaining hydroelectric capacity of the Columbia River Basin 
within the United States lies mainly in projects under 500,000 kilo- 
watts; of the 10 projects over 500,000 kilowatts not yet under con- 
struction, all but 2 have either been licensed, license has been applied 
for, or they have already been authorized for construction by the 
Federal Government. Of these two, Lower Canyon project on the 
Salmon River would not be considered for construction for many years 
—— of the probable destruction of the migration of anadromous 

sh. 

I think, Senator, that I can pledge to you and to your committee 
that this area will see to it that there will be power for any industry 
invited or wishing to come here and at a cost that will compare favor- 
ably with other areas in the Nation. We want the Federal Govern- 
ment to carry its share, but we don’t want it to become dominant. I 
am afraid, Senator, that those who want more than that are those who 
want to dominate the area and completely control the private power 
companies and the local public agencies; I am sure that neither you 
nor the fellow members of your committee are in sympathy with such 
a program, but I remind you again that it has been a major objective 
in the many varieties of bills that have been in Congress during the 
last 35 years. This was obvious in S. 3114 and is implicit in the com- 
mittee print. 

The people of this area want full and vigorous development, but 
they want it subject to their own local control, and they want no part 
in the destruction of the local agencies, public and private, that are 
now carrying forward development so successfully. At the last elec- 
tion in Oregon there were three power measures on the ballot, one 
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statewide, two local. Each of them had a slant against private power 
companies. HOt 

In none of these elections was there any private company activity. 
In all three the proposal lost. The result was the calm, unbiased, and 
unprejudiced consideration of an economic problem and I believe re- 
flects the considered judgment of this area, for this is a consistent 
pattern the area has followed for many years when such issues were 
on the ballot. 

We have underway in the Northwest the greatest hydroelectric con- 
struction program the world has ever seen.- We have overcome a 
shortage in power supplies endured by the region for nearly a decade 
after the end of the war. We have raised, the local agencies both pub- 
lic and private, hundreds of millions of dollars in the private money 
markets and brought these vast sums west to invest in the development 
of our natural resources. We have no need of this proposal. 

It is wrong to sweep aside the sound and effective agencies that have 
raised this capital in the American tradition and substitute an agency 
of State capitalism. It is wrong to jeopardize the system of State 
water rights. It is wrong to give to an irresponsible Federal agency 
such decisive power over our economic future. 

We think this bill is reactionary. It is a backward step. It is un- 
needed. This approach to our future is not sound. 

TI submit, Senator, this measure should be abandoned. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith, and I appre- 
ciate your cooperating with us as to the time in which to present your 
statement. 

I want to have one particular statement that you made amplified in 
the hearing record so that it can be correctly understood by Shunde 
of the Senate. On page 13, you said: 

At the last election in Oregon there were three power measures on the ballot, 
one statewide, two local. Each of them had a slant against private power com- 
panies. In none of these elections was there any private company activity. In 
all three the proposal lost. 

I believe the Members of the Senate will be particularly interested 
in statewide sentiment in our State, and where you said, “Each of 
them had a slant against private power companies,” I think that an 
examination of the Oregon voters pamphlet would show that on 
that statewide measure the public power groups had a statement in 
the voters pamphlet against the proposal too, if I’m not mistaken. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s true. 

Senator NruBercer. And if I’m not mistaken, the statewide measure 
was opposed both by private power companies and by public owner- 
ship groups. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Smirn. Not actively. What I mean is that the private power 
companies didn’t go out and do any campaigning. They didn’t carry 
- ads. They didn’t do any soliciting or anything of that sort. 

enator NrusBercer. But the point I’m seeking to make is, when 
you said, “Each of them had a slant against private power com- 
panies”, is it not true that the public ownership groups likewise 
thought that that statewide ballot measure had a slant against them? 


Mr. Situ. No; I don’t think so. They thought it didn’t go far 
enough. 
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Senator Nevsercer. Well, I don’t know what it was, but they did 
oppose it. You won’t disagree on that? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes; they did oppose it, but they opposed it because 
they thought it ought to go farther and permit a greater activity 
on the part of the commission. 

Senator Neusercer. The point, however, is this: When we’re dis- 
cussing the sentiment of the people of the State, I think it very im- 
portant and I want the hearing record to show the followi ing things— 
I’m sure Mr. Smith will have no objection to this: Every statement 
in the official Oregon voters pamphlet, either for or against the state- 
wide ballot measure; and the final vote at the polls, which I think 
included a very substantial vote in favor of the measure, when you 
consider that it was opposed by virtually all the groups that are 
interested in the power situation and to my knowledge supported by 
hardly any civic organization or private cor poration whatsoever. 
I do think that the hearing record should show the vote on that in 
the State and the voters pamphlet statements. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


(Starr Nore.—The final statewide vote on ballot measure No. 10, a consti- 
tutional amendment regarding power development by the State of Oregon was: 
Yes, 218,662 ; No, 291,210. 

The section on measure No. 10 in the voter's pamphlet for the general election 
of November 4, 1958, comprised seven pages and is included here in its entirety.) 


MEASURE NO. 10—STATE POWER DEVELOPMENT 


Proposed by the Forty-ninth Legislative Assembly by Senate Joint Resolution 
No. 40, filed in the office of the Secretary of State June 3, 1957, and referred to 
the people as provided by section 1 of Article XVII of the Constitution 


CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 


Be It Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oregon (the House of Representa- 
tives jointly concurring) : 

That section 2, Article XI-D of the Constitution of the State of Oregon be 
amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 2. The State of Oregon is authorized and empowered to: 

{1. To] (1) Control [and/or develop] the water power within the state [;]. 

(2) Develop water power and thermal and nuclear power within the state. 

[2. To] (3) Lease water and water power sites for the development of water 
power [:]. 

(8. To] (4) Control, use [,] and transmit [, distribute,] electric energy. 

(5) Sell and[ /or] dispose of electric energy [ ;] on @ wholesale basis to others 
for resale and make direct sales to industries using load limits of 10,000 kilowatts 
or more. 

[4. To develop, separately or in conjunction with the United States, or in con- 
junction with the political subdivisions of this state, any water power within 
the state, and to acquire, construct, maintain and/or operate hydroelectric power 
plants, transmission and distribution lines ;] 

[5. To develop, separately or in conjunction with the United States, with any 
state or states, or political subdivisions thereof, or with any political subdivision 
of this state, any water power in any interstate stream and to acquire, construct, 
maintain and/or operate hydroelectric power plants, transmission and distri- 
bution lines ;] 

(6) Develop water power and thermal and nuclear power within the state or 
adjacent states, separately or in conjunction with: 

(a) The United States. 

(b) Any other state or states. 

(c) Political subdivisions of this state or any other state. 

(d) Private industry. 

(7) Acquire, construct, maintain and operate hydroelectric plants and dams 
and any other facilities, works or structures necessary or appropriate for the use, 
operation or maintenance of such plants or dams. 
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(8) Acquire, construct, maintain and operate thermal and nuclear power plants 
and any other facilities, works or structures necessary or appropriate for the use, 
operation or maintenance of such plants. 

(9) Acquire, construct, maintain and operate transmission lines. 

[6. To] (10) Contract with the United States, with any state or states, or 
political subdivisions thereof, or with any political subdivision of this state, or 
with any private industry, for the purchase or acquisition of: 

(a) Water [,] and water power. 

(bv) [and/or] Electric energy for use, transmission, [distribution,] sale and 
[ /or] disposal [thereof ;] , subject to the limitation of subsection (5) of this 
section. 

{7. To] (11) Fix rates and charges for the use of water in the development of 
water power and for the sale and [ /or] disposal of water power [and/ ] or 
electric energy, or both [;]. 

[S. To] (12) [Loan] With prior approval by the Legislative Assembly, loan 
the credit of the state [,] and [to] incur indebtedness to an amount not exceeding 
{six} 10 percent of the assessed valuation of all the property in the state, for 
the purpose of providing funds with which to carry out the provisions of this 
Article, notwithstanding any limitations elsewhere contained in this Con- 
stitution [ ;]. 

[9. To] (13) Do any and all things necessary or convenient to carry out the 
provisions of this Article. 

BALLOT TITLE 


10 Srate PowrER DEVELOPMENT—Purpose: Empowers the state to acquire and 
develop water, thermal and nuclear power generating facilities. State 
may develop electrical energy for transmission and sale on wholesale 
basis or directly to industries using 10,000 kilowatts or more. 


Yes (1) Nol 
Measure No. 10—State Power Development 
EXPLANATION 
By Committee Designated Pursuant to ORS 254.210 


In 1982 Oregon voters approved a constitutional amendment, Article XI-D, 
authorizing the state to borrow up to 6 percent of the total assessed valuation 
of all property in the state to develop and control, to acquire, build, maintain, 
and operate water power sites, power plants, transmission and distribution 
lines, to fix rates and to market power, and to cooperate with the United States, 
states and political subdivisions in these matters, under an elected board or 
commission of three members. The Article further provided that the legisla- 
ture may enact enabling legislation to carry out its provisions. 

In the middle 1930s enabling legislation was introduced to implement the 
amendment but referendum and initiative measures failed of ratification by the 
voters. Until the 1957 Legislature approved and submitted to the voters 
through Senate Joint Resolution No. 40 a proposed amendment to Section 2 
of Article XI—D, no other laws have been passed or initiative measures placed 
on the ballot to implement the constitutional authority in state power develop- 
ment. 

The changes that would be made by the proposed amendment are: 

1. The state power commission’s authority to borrow money for its opera- 
tions would become subject to prior approval by the Legislature. 

2. Sale of power by the commission would be limited to a wholesale basis, 
for resale only; except that direct sales would be permitted to industries using 
load limits of 10,000 kilowatts or more. 

3. The commission’s authority in the acquisition, construction, maintenance 
and operation of transmission lines and systems would be limited to primary 
lines, excluding distribution lines. 

4. In addition to its authority to issue revenue bonds without specific limit, 
the commission’s authority to issue general obligation bonds would be increased 
from 6 percent of the state’s total assessed valuation (or from $129,606,241 as 
of January 1, 1957) to 10 percent of the total (or to $216,010,402 as of the same 
date). 


Norr.— Matter to be deleted from the existing constitutional provisions is indicated by 
brackets. Matter to be added is printed in italic type. 
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5. The commission would be authorized to develop and control, acquire, con- 
struct, maintain and operate thermal (steam) and nuclear power facilities in 
addition to hydroelectric facilities. 

6. The commission would be permitted to cooperate in power development 
and management programs, with any private industry as well as with the 
United States, other states, and political subdivisions in Oregon and elsewhere. 


Roy F. Bessey, Portland 
Rosert W. Root, Medford 
ALBERT L. McCreapy, Portland 


Measure No. 10—State Power Development 
ARGUMENT IN Favor 


Submitted by the Legislative Committee provided by Senate Joint Resolution No. 
40 of the Forty-ninth Legislative Assembly (1957) 


Since 1932 Article XI-D has been a part of our Constitution. This provided 
for the establishment of a State Power Development Commission. Nearly every- 
one agrees that the establishment of this commission would help Oregon get its 
fair share of federal power under the provisions of the preferential treatment 
now in effect. However, the powers granted are so broad that it has prevented 
enabling legislation to pass the legislature. 

SJR 40 is a bi-partisan effort of the legislature to make Article XI-D workable 
and acceptable to all concerned. It extends some of the provisions of the Con- 
stitution and attempts to limit some of the objectionable features. It was drawn 
up with the help and advice of both public and private power interests. 

On the broadening side, it extends the powers of the commission so that the 
State of Oregon could enter the field of thermal and nuclear power development 
as well as hydroelectric power. While this may be somewhat in the distant future, 
no one can foretell when it may become economically feasible to use thermal 
power. New techniques may be discovered any day that would make thermal 
power development even cheaper than water power. It would enable the com- 
mission to join with the federal government, other states, subdivisions of states, 
public or private power companies or industry to develop power sites as well as 
purchase and sell power wholesale, and acquire, construct, maintain and operate 
transmission lines. 

Examples of what the commission could do—either on its own or with others: 

Had it been in existence, it could have joined the federal government in 
building and operating Hells Canyon Dam. 

It could join with the State of Washington, any of its subdivisions or any 
agency to build John Day Dam. 

It could join with the Pacific Northwest Power Company, the federal 
government or others in building Mountain Sheep, Pleasant Valley Dam 
or any other proposed dams on the Snake River. 

It could join with industry or others to build atomic or thermal power 
plants. 

SJR 40 raises the present 6% limitation on indebtedness which can be incurred 
to 10% of the assessed property value but provides that the legislature must 
approve the amount of bonds issued. This assures the people of Oregon that the 
Commission will not issue bonds recklessly but only with the approval of the 
elected representatives of the people in the legislature. This is now done with 
bonds issued by the Highway and other commissions. It is intended that the 
Commission will operate on the revenues raised from the sale of power and will 
become self-sustaining without cost to the taxpayers. It may even bring a new 
source of revenue to the state. At least it will bring new industry and new tax- 
payers here. 

Both public and private power interests objected to the state selling power at 
retail and SJR 40 takes the state out of this field. The commission is empowered, 
however, to sell electric energy to wholesale customers including public agencies, 
cooperatives, and private utilities and large industries using 10,000 kilowatts or 
more load and to fix rates and charges therefore. 

It is felt that if the voters approve this amendment there will be no more 
serious objection from any source to the creation of this important commission 
and that with this commission established many new industries will be attracted 
to Oregon to use our cheap power. 
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Oregon has everything to gain and nothing to lose by the establishment of a 
State Power Development Commission. The approval of SJR 40 by the voters will 
open the way for the legislature to pass the necessary legislation to accomplish 
this purpose. Let’s really build Oregon industrially. 

WALTER J. PEARSON. 
Multnomah County. 
SHIRLEY FIELb. 
Multnomah County. 
CLINTON Hatcnt, Jr. 
Baker County. 


Measure No. 10—State Power Development 
ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION 
BY THE OREGON AFL-CIO 


Vote “No” on Measure No. 10. Defeat this amendment to our Constitution. It 
provides no help for Oregon’s power-starved industrial expansion ! 


This attempt to amend Article XI—-D of the State Constitution must be defeated 
for the following very basic reasons. 

Oregon must develop and expand her potential for an abundance of low- 
eost hydroelectric power in order to attract new industry. Only an ever- 
expanding industrial plant can provide fulltime jobs for Oregon people. Under 
this proposed amendment such expansion would be impossible. 

This amendment would prohibit the state from selling power to any prospective 
industry requiring less than 10,000 kilowatts. Thus most industries could not 
be served. This seriously limits Oregon’s power market. With this limitation 
it would be extremely difficult to sell electric revenue bonds to finance Oregon’s 
needed power development. 

The constitution already provides adequate controls for state financing. Why 
block Oregon’s industrial expansion and job opportunities? Don’t let this 
happen! Vote-“‘No” on Measure No. 10. 

Ballot Measure No. 10 contains another unreasonable restriction. It pro- 
hibits the sale of electric revenue bonds unless each issue has the prior approval 
of the legislature. This means that every power development project in Oregon 
would become a political football. While the legislature wrangled, the state 
would be powerless. 

Our State Constitution now provides the machinery for Oregon to develop 
low cost electric energy necessary to assure Oregon’s economic growth. This 
amendment would cripple that machinery. Don’t let this happen! Don’t wreck 
Oregon’s future! Vote “No” on Measure No. 10. 

Oregon AFL-CIO, 
JAMES T. Marr, 
Executive Secretary. 
BY THE OREGON STATE GRANGE 


Keep your share of Oregon’s future. Vote “No” on Measure No. 10. 

Very simply this measure takes away from us, the people of Oregon, the vital 
control we now have over our water and hydroelectric resources. This amend- 
ment to the Oregon constitution, will limit our right to benefit from the develop- 
ment of our water resources. 

Measure No. 10 creates nothing. The next legislature should set up a work- 
able state power commission as now authorized in the constitution. Then the 
people of Oregon can exercise effective control and enjoy the full benefits from 
our water resources. 

Under the provisions of this proposed amendment, it would be impossible for 
the legislature to set up an effective state power commission. 

Measure No. 10 imposes restrictions which would make the sale of the com- 
mission’s bonds extremely difficult. If the commission cannot finance its opera- 
tion, it could serve no constructive purpose. 

A major reason why we need an effective state power commission is so that 
we in Oregon can get our full share of lowcost federal power to attract 
new industries and provide new jobs. Under the federal preference clause 
Oregon is limited in getting its share of Federal power because it lacks the 
necessary machinery. The state legislature should set up this much needed 
state power commission at the earliest opportunity. 
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Measure No. 10 would make it impossible for Oregon to have an effective 
state power commission. 

We need job opportunities and new industry. Industry needs low-cost power. 
Oregon can have low-cost power. Oregon should build power plants of its own. 
Oregon should get its fair share of federal power. The machinery for doing 
these jobs has been long authorized by our Constitution. 

We don’t need this destructive amendment. Leave our Constitution alone! 
Vote “No” on Measure No. 10! 

OREGON STATE GRANGE, 
ELMER McC iure, Master, 
MILDRED NorMAN, Secretary. 


BY SENATOR LEE V. OHMART AND REPRESENTATIVE E. A. LITTRELL 





The question before Oregon voters in ballot Proposition No. 10 is whether 
they want to amend the constitution to authorize the state government to 
increase Oregon’s tax-supported bonded debt by one-quarter billion dollars, 
and also play into the hands of those who crave to transfer the power plants and 
transmission systems of Oregon’s $400,000,000 private electric companies to pub- 
lic ownership and political control. 

Three times the voters have said “No” to legislative and initiative proposals 
to establish or finance a State Power Commission. The last scheme was rejected 
2 toil. This spring an initiative bill to put the state into the power business 
failed. 

A Power Commission could only establish a “political middleman” between the 
generators supply Oregon and the electric distributors who serve 84% of 
Oregon consumers. Proposition No. 10 will not correct inequities of the dis- 
criminatory preference clause. That requires Congressional action. 

And where could a Power Commission build any new hydroelectrie projects? 
All major sites on the Columbia’s main stem have been developed, are under 
construction or active investigation. This also is true of Snake River sites 
adjacent to Oregon. There are no major sites available within Oregon. This 
leaves only the valued coastal fish-producing streams for a new state agency 
to block. 

The danger in this amendment lies in its proposal to increase the total general 
obligation bonds a Power Commission could issue, from the present limit of 
6% to a new high of 10% of the total valuation of assessed property in Oregon, 
plus unlimited millions in revenue bonds. 

Oregon has ample supplies of low-cost power. Its utilities are active in a 
record-breaking 7,000,000-kw regional power development program. Oregon 
electric rates for homes are less than half the national average. And Oregon's 
Department of Planning and Development has publicized that Oregon industry 
enjoys “the lowest delivered power rates in the nation!” 

Voters should vote “No” on the constitutional amendment in Proposition No. 
10. It could only give impetus to establishment of a new debt creating agency, 
and could provide nothing not already available to Oregon electric consumers. 

KE. A. Litrrety, State Representative. 
140 Greenway Circle, Medford, Oregon. 
Lee V. OnHMART, State Senator. 
520 N. 14th Street, Salem, Oregon. 


Measure No. 10—State Power Development 
ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION 
BY THE OREGON ELECTRIC CONSUMERS’ COUNCIL 


Vote “No” on Measure No. 10. 

Every consumer, every housewife, every workingman, every businessman 
has a real stake in our water and power resources. They are our heritage. 
We all must realize that today the abundance or scarcity of low cost electric 
energy largely governs the rate of industrial and agricultural procductivity. 
It determines the abundance of job opportunities and our standard of living. 

Oregon needs an expanded power supply for industry, for year-round jobs 
and for better living. 

The people of Oregon in 1932 enacted Article XI-D of the Oregon Constitu- 
tion to permit the people of the state of Oregon to control their water and power 
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resources. This authority has been dormant waiting for a progressive legisla- 
ture to put it into effect. 

Measure No. 10, if passed will seriously weaken this authority so that the 
legislature will be unable to act with full effectiveness. There is no doubt that 
the import of this misconceived amendment was not understood by the members 
of the legislature. Most of those legislators who voted for the bill after further 
study have now publicly opposed passage of this ballot measure No. 10. 

The bill did not receive proper hearing before legislative committees. The 
measure was introduced late in the session and printed copies of the final draft 
were not available to legislators on final passage. 

Beware of this hasty action. Vote “No” on Measure No. 10. 

This amendment restricts the State from selling power direct at wholesale 
rates to most of the industries we want to attract. It prohibits the State 
from selling power to industries which use less than 10,000 kilowatts. We want 
to attract new industry of all sizes including the vast majority which use less 
than 10,000 kilowatts. 

Ballot measure No. 10 in effect states that an intermediate agency must erect 
a toll gate on the transmission lines and generators built and operated at pub- 
lic expense before we as consumers can buy our own power. It sets up the dis- 
crenited partnership arrangement so that the benefits to the workman, the 
consumer and the small businessman are severely limited. 

If this measure passes, it will be impossible for the State of Oregon to pro- 
vide large quantities of low-cost power to attract new industries to our state. 

Our present Constitution is sound and workable. It protects the publie inter- 
est. Don’t rip away this protection. Vote “No” on ballot Measure No. 10. 


OREGON ELECTRIC CONSUMERS’ COUNCIL, 
LARRY BAUER. 
Newport, Oregon. 
LEE WOoOopDEN. 
Jewel, Oregon. 
HARLEY Lipsy. 
Jefferson, Oregon. 
Senator Dan DIMICcK. 
Roseburg, Oregon. 
JAcK CHURCHILL. 
Portiand, Oregon. 


Mr. Smirn. It had some very substantial support, Senator, from 
some very prominent and active people i in the State of Oregon. 

Senator NEUBERGER. However, it was opposed both by the private 
companies and the public ownership groups, and I want our record 
to show that. 

Mr. Smiru. For considerably different reasons. 

Senator Nevpercer. I won’t go into the reasons, but they did oppose 
it. They both did oppose it. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Senator Nevpercer. I'd like that to show. Mr, Mapes, I would 
like to ask you, as counsel, if our bill, our committee print, would 
enable a regional corporation to build a ‘hydroelectric project without 
any authorization. 

Mr. Mapes. Id like to ask Mr. Smith where he found that in the 
bill. 

Mr. Siri. I called your attention to the very section of the bill. 
I didn’t mention the sections. I can give you the sections of the bill. 

Senator Nevsercer. I want to say “this, that this is not the intent, 
and if you can show us that this is prov ided for in here, subsequent 
versions of the bill will correct this... I want to assure you that sue *h 
is not the intent, and that’s the reason we’re discussing it here today. 

Mr. Sairn. I called attention to section 4 on page 11, section 4(e) 
on page 12, section 9(a) on page 21, and section 4(b) on page 10. 
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Now, each of those sections—I paraphrased them in these paragraphs 
that I read to you on page 3, first, beginning at the top of the page, 
and then (a), (b), (c), and (d). Those are paraphrases of those 
sections. 

The first one says: 


may construct such thermal and atomic power producing facilities as it wishes— 
and then it has this peculiar language: 


Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Corporation is authorized to acquire 
(but not by condemnation), construct, operate, maintain, and improve in the 
Pacific Northwest such thermal or atomic power-producing facilities as may 
be necessary to permit the Corporation to carry out its functions and meet its 
responsibilities under this Act, including the best utilization of the hydroelec- 
tric energy subject to its disposition. The construction or acquisition of such 
power facilities— 
that, I presume, would refer back to the thermal and atomic. power 
without any question— 


shall be limited to the Pacific Northwest and to power facilities— 
now, there’s no “such” there— 


and to power facilities, facilities jointly used for power and one or more other 
purposes, and such nonpower facilities as may be necessary for or incidental to 
the generation of power, which shall have been included in the annual budget 
program submitted to the Congress, except upon the express order of the Presi- 
dent in time of war or national emergency. 

Now, that’s the first one. In that language, the second sentence that 
I refer to refers to all power facilities. 

Mr. Mares. Excuse me, Mr. Smith. 


The construction or acquisition of such power facilities— 
referring back to the thermal ones— 
shall be limited to— 


and then it limits them. That was referring originally to thermal 
and atomic power; is that not correct? 

Mr. Smirn. That is correct, but the “such” is not used after the 
second phrase, “and to power facilities.” 

Mr. Marrs. That’s correct. 

Mr. Suir. Yes; and power facilities may be everything under 
the sun. 

Mr. Mares. But the limitation is under “such power facilities,” 
which is the reference or the sense. “The construction * * * of such 
power facilities” referring to thermal and atomic. 

Mr. Smiru. I don’t think so. I don’t think that’s a correct con- 
struction. If that was your intention, then I think we need to take 
another look at the language. I’m interpreting that language that, 
when it left out the word “such,” that applied to all power facili- 
ties, not only thermal and atomic energy. 

Mr. Mares. Are you interpreting an express limitation to expand 
the area of authorization ? 

Mr. Smiru. No; I’m not. I don’t think so at all. I’m giving you 
my interpretation of the language that’s now in the act. Then it’s 
followed by: 


* * * the corporation may carry out such activities as may be necessary or 
appropriate for the generation, transmission, and sale of electric energy * * *— 
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I’m using my paraphrasing. That you can find in section 4(e) on 
page 12, the first part of it: 

Subject to the limitations of this act, the corporation may carry out such 
activities as may be necessary or appropriate for the generation, transmission, 
and sale of electric energy * * * 

Mr. Mapes. You think “limitations” in that case should read “the 
express authority of this act” perhaps ? 

Mr. Smiru. I don’t know. Your “subject to the limitations of this 
act” doesn’t mean anything because under the provisions of the act. 
you assume the position of the utility responsibility, and that means 
an obligation to take care of your customers, so that when you say 
“subject to the limitations of this act,” you’re only limiting that you 
can’t have a lot more power than you need to take care of your cus- 
tomers. That’s the only limitation that it makes. 

When you take that phrase that is there, it says this corporation 
may do anything that’s necessary to carry out the activities to perform 
its function. 

Mr. Mapes. But it states that the existing agency shall build the 
hydro project; does it not? 

Mr. Smirn. Oh, no; it doesn’t say that. At least, I haven’t found 
such language. I think it’s in the same section where it is provided 
for—wait a minute—well, this isn’t the section. There’s a section in 
here in which it is provided that in any construction by Federal agen- 
cies and when it’s dependent on the electric revenues to carry a part 
of the cost, then this agency is authorized to advance funds for the 
cost of the construction. 

Mr. Mares. That’s section 4(b) on page 10: 

* * * the corporation is authorized, subject to the provisions of this act, to 
provide to the constructing agencies, on schedules mutually agreed on, funds for 
those parts of the capital costs of authorized Federal multipurpose projects in 
the Pacific Northwest which shall be allocated to the generation of electric 
power * * *. 

That’s an express authority to finance it. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes; no question about that. 

Senator Nrupercer. “Authorized” means authorized by the Con- 
gress. . 

Mr. Smirn. Yes; but there isn’t anything in this bill that prevents 
this corporation from building a project entirely outside the authori- 
zation of Congress. The section you just referred to by no means 
limits the right to construct hydro projects to those that are author- 
ized by Congress. In fact, all that does, it says in the cases where 
Congress authorizes a project to be built, that this agency may advance 
the funds for the purpose of taking care of the costs of the installation 
of the electric facility. 

Mr. Mares. Were you discussing the other sections? 

Mr. Smiru. Well, another section is section 9(a) on page 21, which 
is my paraphrase: 


Is authorized and directed to construct and to schedule the construction of 
generation and transmission facilities so as to fulfill net power needs of those 
who choose to buy power from the Corporation. 

When I refer to net needs, I refer to the utility responsibility pro- 
vision, which is the limit—which is the only limit that is found in 
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this bill on the power to construct hydro facilities or thermal facil- 
ities or atomic energy facilities. 

Mr. Mares. Do you find anywhere in the bill an express provision 
authorizing this Corporation to build any Federal dam ? 

Mr. Suir. I don’t think I have found any, other than I have 
referred to here in the citations which I have given, and I’ve taken 
ach one of them, and all of them refer to generation, and there isn’t 
any limitation in those sections or any others on what the Corporation 
can do, 

Senator Neupercer. Well, Mr. Smith, let me just say this in the 
interest of time. There is no intent in this committee print to give 
the Columbia River Development Corporation any right to construct 
any hydroelectric project, but merely to furnish funds to the existing 
construction agencies in the Northwest, which is the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation, to install power facilities at 
authorized projects. 

If the language is ambiguous dealing with this, then it will be 
corrected; let me assure you, in any subsequent versions of the bill, 
if there is any ambiguity in the language, I just want to tell you 
that that’s my intent and I’m sure the intent of the other Members 
of the Senate, who have been cosponsors of the legislation in its 
original form. 

Mr. Smrru. I will say, Senator, that there is no ambiguity in respect 
to those particular provisions, judging it from an entirely legal 
standpoint as to what this Corporation can do. 

Senator Nevupercer. Let me just say that there would be no pur- 
pose served by prolonging the discussion between Mr. Mapes and 
yourself on this, but merely to say that in any subsequent version of 
this bill, certainly any that I would have anything to do with, what- 
ever ambiguity exists at that point will be cleared up, and that the 
Corporation will have no authority to construct any hydroelectric 
projects, but merely to provide financing to the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, for them to proceed with power facil- 
ities authorized. I just want you to know that detinitely and 
unequivocally, 

Mr. Smirn. May I ask you if you have the same idea about con- 
demnation ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. Let me ask you to come again. 

Mr. Smrrn. Do you have the same idea about condemnation! I 
mean that your condemnation is not to go to the thermal or atomic 
plants ¢ 

Senator Neusercer. It is not my thought this Corporation should 
have the authority to condemn existing powerplants. My whole idea 
of this legislation as to its fundamental purpose, and that’s the reason 
it’s going through so many drafts and that’s the reason we've held 
such exhaustive hearings here and in Washington, is merely that it 
would hasten the construction of projects by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation by providing a continuity and depend- 
ability of financing for additional construction. I have no idea that 
the Corporation would take over through condemnation existing 
powerplants, whether they’s owned by a private utility company or 
by a public non-Federal agency, in answer to your question. I hope 
that’s definite. 
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Mr. Smrru. That is definite. I just wanted to say that the question 
wasn’t asked for any other purposes. I have read this bill, and I have 
come to the conclusion that this Corporation can condemn any genera- 
tion facilities of either ourselves or of public agencies. 

Senator Nrunercer. It’s not the purpose so far as I am concerned. 
I can’t speak for other Members of the Senate, of course, but that’s 
not the purpose of the bill, so far as I am concerned, to have that 
authority lodged in the Corporation. 

The fundamental purpose of it is to provide a continuity of financ- 
ing for the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to 
proceed with projects that have been authorized for their construction. 

Mr. Mares. Senator, I think just for the record it might be pointed 
out that the reference to lease, purchase, condemnation, and so forth, 
of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, is almost exactly as it is in the 
Bonneville Act at the present time. 

Mr. Surry. You didn’t change the construction of the section—I 
think it’s (d). That’s a broad right of condemnation of any property. 

Mr. Mares. Have you ever had any problem on this condemnation 
power from Bonneville Power ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. Of course, we never have. There’s a good reason for 
it. Bonneville could only spend the money that Congress gave them. 

Mr. Marrs. And now can only spend what Congress approves. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, in this, the Congress doesn’t even need to approve. 

Mr. Mapes. I think that the budget has to be approved by Congress 
on specific items. 

Mr. Shiri. If there is any such provision in here, it escapes me. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, Mr. Smith, I just again want to repeat 
for the record that this is a hearing record that will go back to the 
Senate Public Works Committee where this bill will have to be 
approved if it goes to the floor of the Senate, and again I want to 
repeat for the hearing record that there will not be left. ambiguious 
or equivocal language in the final version of the legislation, as to 
anything dealing with the authority of this Corporation to con- 
struct, hydroelectric plants. That will still be left to the Corps of 
<ngineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, but merely to be facili- 
tated by the financing that the Corporation will provide, and there’s 
no intention in the bill that the Corporation shall take over existing 
powerplants either owned by private utilities or by non-Federal public 
agencies, 

Again, I want to say that for the hearing record so that my col- 
leagues will know it and you will know it. 

Mr. Smiru. I would just like to say one thing further, Senator. 
I don’t think we will want to submit anything further in respect to 
this print. It’s very possible and it may be even probable that, after 
these hearings, the bill that will actually be introduced will be a 
revision of this bill. 

We would want it understood that with respect to any revision 
that we would want to have an opportunity to study the bill. 

Senator Neusercer. Let me just say this: I have discussed it with 
Mr. Chavez, who is chairman of the Public Works Committee, and 
with Mr. Kerr, who is chairman of the Flood Control Subcommittee. 


The purpose was to hold hearings in Washington, D.C., and in the 
field. 
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On the basis of the information and suggestions collected at these 
hearings, there will then be drafted a final version of the bill, which 
undoubtedly will be introduced some time in the next session of the 
Congress. Hearings will be held in Washington undoubtedly be- 
fore that bill is considered finally by the subcommittee. Of course, 
at that time, your company and anybody else that’s interested, for or 
against, will have an opportunity to be heard. 

Thank you so much, and thank you for your cooperation. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much, Senator, for the opportunity 
to appear. 

Senator Neunercer. Glad to have you. The next witness is Mr, 
Frank Savage. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK SAVAGE, MANAGER, BLACHLY-LANE 
COUNTY COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Savage. Senator Neuberger, Senator Gruening from Alaska, 
members of the staff, I have two different papers here, one that I want 
to present for myself and one that I want to present for the co- 
operative of which I am a member and manager. 

I have been manager of the Blachly-Lane County Cooperative for 
the last 20 years, and I feel that the regional corporation approach 
will best serve the public interest by approving financing and ad- 
ministration of the Federal power system in the Northwest. Please 
consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill, as revised, in principle. 

I respectfully urge careful attention to the public responsibility 

rovision which will insure an adequate power supply to all users as 
being an actuality. This will do more than any other one thing to 
promote large industrial loads which will stabilize the revenues of the 
Federal power system in the Northwest, increase employment, and 
add to the general welfare of the entire Northwest. 

Then I have a resolution adopted by our board of directors. 

(The complete resolution of the Blachly-Lane County Cooperative 
Electric Asssociation follows :) 


{Excerpt from special board meeting of the board of directors, Blachly-Lane County 
Cooperative Electric Association, held on Dec. 2, 1958, at Eugene, Lane County, Oreg.] 


Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the 
Nation depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and the 
resultant low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth ; and 

Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its 
own way; and 

Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated manage- 
ment of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements in 
financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Blachly-Lane County Cooperative 
Electric Association, That we endorse the regional corporation principle; be 
it further 

Resolved, That this board respectfully requests that this resolution be in- 
cluded in the record of hearings conducted December 8-11 by the Senate Pub- 
lic Works Committee on the proposed bill. 
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CERTIFICATE 
STATE OF OREGON, 
County of Lane: 

I, Robert Slayter, do hereby certify that I am the duly elected, qualified 
and acting secretary of the Blachly-Lane County Cooperative Electric As- 
sociation, and the keeper of its records, and that the above and foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of the resolution duly adopted at the special meeting of 
the board of directors held and convened in accordance with its bylaws, on 
the 2d day of December, 1958, at which a quorum was present and acting 
throughout. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name as secretary and 
affixed the corporate seal of the said corporation this 2d day of December 
A.D. 1958. 

(Signed) Robert Slayter, 
(Typed) Rosperr SLAYTER, 
Secretary. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Savage. 

Before I call our next witness, who will be Mr. Glen Sawyer of 
Lane County Electric Cooperative, I would like to read a telegram 
I received from the distinguished Governor of the State of Oregon, 
the Honorable Robert D. Holmes. Governor Holmes says: 

I regret my inability to appear before your committee hearing today. As you, 
know, I filed written testimony in behalf of the regional power authority bill 
S. 3114 during the last session of the Congress and I wish to reemphasize my 
approval of this approach to comprehensive river development in the Columbia 
Basin. I ask committee consideration permitting me to file written testimony 
at a later date. 

Of course, Governor Holmes will have the same opportunity that 
we have vouchsafed to others to file any supplementary views he may 
have at a later time. 

Is Mr. Glen Sawyer here ? 


STATEMENT OF GLEN SAWYER, MANAGER, LANE COUNTY 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Sawyer. Honorable chairman, Senator, and members of the 
committee, I, of course, made a short statement and sent it to your 
office, Senator, but I am concerned principally with the fact that we, 
as small individual organizations, are etirely at the mercy of a power 
supply. We have been told in the very recent past that we would 
be short of power and that it was necessary for us to go out and look 
for some means of supplying ourselves, but then we almost, without 
notice, find that we have more power than we can use in the Northwest 
region. 

Now, we have a paradox in that situation whereby the revenues of 
Bonneville are less, and it means more or less the fact that rates must 
be raised in order to prevent a deficit. This, of course, is not according 
to the trends of economic development. 

I believe that the corporation bill, as proposed, in principle, would 
take over the public utility responsibility and to us who are small, to. 
us who have not the facility to go out and get financing, it would mean 
all the difference in the world. Our organizations were formed in 
the Northwest—I happen to be a former engineer with the Application, 
and Loans Division of REA, and in this I was active in the incorpora- 
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tion of many of the REA-financed co-ops in the Columbia Basin, and 
each of these co-ops, each organization practically, was founded on 
the principle of a cheap power supply from the Bonneville Power 
Administration. We knew at the time there were many defects in 
the Bonneville Act, that you had to go to Congress each year for an 
appropriation with which to continue in business. 

Now, we can see what has happened by the Federal Government 
promoting a partnership program, which has brought us to the brink 
of not knowing what todo. Wecannot plan for the future. We don’t 
know what’s going to happen. We don’t know what our power costs 
are going to be if we have an overabundant supply, or the reverse if 
we have a shortage of supply. What are we to do? 

Our people are small, and, of course, we carry but little force, but 
we are sincere. Their greatest heritage, I believe, today, is the fact 
that they, in the rural areas, have a wonderful modern farm, modern 
conveniences, and they love to live where they are. This cannot be 
possible if we are not able to plan for the future. 

I believe that’s all, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Sawyer. We have 
your earlier statement and it will appear in the record in full. I 
appreciate your coming. 

I want to say for the record that we have received a great many 
statements and letters in support of the bill from individuals and 
organizations. I just want to note a few of them as they’re put in 
the record : 

Byron C. Brinton, editor, Record-Courier, Baker, Oreg.; Mr. A. C. 
Heyman, of Heyman-Campbell Farms, Albany, Oreg.; Mr. Glen R. 

Sawyer, Lane County Electric Cooperative, who just testified ; from 
Mr. ‘Sav age, who recently testified; from Mr. Robert E. ¢ ‘ole, of 
Harney Electric Cooperative, from Mr. Robert Stone, Director of 
Consumers Power, Corvallis, Oreg.; and a great many individual 
letters. 

All of these will appear in the hearing record, and I want to say 
that the letters from individual citizens are just as important and 

valuable to us as the views of the great organizations. All of these 
letters are in support of the proposed bill. 

(The letters from individuals and organizations follow :) 


STATEMENT BY Byron C. BRINTON, Epiror, Recorp-Courier, BAKER, OREQ. 


In expressing support for the basic objectives sought in the development cor- 
poration approach to the water resource problems of the Pacific Northwest I feel 
that the new draft of the proposal, “Columbia River Development Corporation 
Act of 1959” comes as close to a workable plan as any advanced or operated 
to date. 

My only interest in these matters is in the maximum utilization of our water 
resource and in the feeling that the maximum preference uses, such as irriga- 
tion; the maximum conservation uses, such as watershed and soil protection 
and fish and wildlife preservation ; the maximum matters of public concern, such 
us flood control and national security; and maximum recreation uses can only 
be achieved by coordinated public action under a program which is made essen- 
tially sound by the retention for common purposes of the economic values—the 
immediate cash register values such as extracted from power development—of 
the overall water resource. 

In recent years we have had advocated successively several blueprints for 
development of the Columbia River Basin. After the start of the present cen- 
tury we saw certain individual agencies set up to achieve certain conservation 
responsibilities in the fields of forest, waterpower, soil, wildlife, navigation 
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and flood control. We saw unfortunate advocacy of a reversal of some of these 
conservation policies in more recent years, through private single-purpose 
licenses, so-called partnership projects separating water development responsi- 
bilities from privileges, and through the consequent abandonment and delay of 
couprehensive development, notably the complete abandonment of responsibil- 
ity for upstream storage and water control measures. ; 

“At the time initial coordinating plans were advanced, such as suggestions for 
a Columbia Valley Authority, the excuse was advanced that no blueprint for 
comprehensive management was necessary—that “existing agencies” can con- 
tinue to do the job. Immediately, the advocates of chaos and private monopoly 
in the resource field took advantage of the lack of coordination and the lack of 
comprehensive authority and divided and conquered the programs of “existing 
agencies.” As a result, the conservation principles envisioned early in the cen- 
tury had only begun to become a reality at midcentury only to immediately come 
under the domination of privately inspired chaos, conflict, controversy and greed. 

The region at the present time neither has a permanent agency to effectively 
administer its existing works nor an impartial and responsible agency to remove 
chaos and greed so that planning and development of comprehensive projects 
can go forward with the greatest possible speed. 

The error at Hells Canyon, tragically licensing less than full development, must 
not be repeated throughout the whole river system and the error ought to be 
corrected even at Hells Canyon if possible. 

It is my opinion that the development corporation bill seeks to provide the tool 
for comprehensive development. I am fully aware that the tool, unless it is ad- 
ministered properly to the task, even then may not hew the water resource raw 
material into a comprehensive system. But the bill does—and if necessary 
should say so in stronger language—-spell out the public purposes desired to be 
achieved. 

I believe the bill provides permanent administration for the present power 
business of the Federal Government in the Northwest. I believe it seeks to 
provide the funds by which the power features of multiple-purpose projects can 
be advanced. I believe it properly coordinates and centralizes the planning 
responsibility’ in the field of power development. I believe it tempers Federal 
responsibility with certain features of localized interest and control. I believe 
it preserves the essential element of low-cost financing and the principle of the 
widest distribution of the benefits of public development through low-cost 
power. 

Properly guarded, the language can preserve the preference clauses so essential 
to the public good. The language would also seem to guarantee the existence 
of local water rights and comes nearer to the safeguards of the original 1902 
Reclamation Act than any restrictions in any recent proposal in the water field. 

While the bill has sufficient public responsibility to be authoritative in the 
power field, its resource responsibility as a whole to the other uses of water will 
stem largely from the act’s declaration of public purpose, its machinery for 
administration—and from its limitations. 

A valley authority might have complete repsonsibility. I do not think this 
Corporation Developinent Act has complete authority, perhaps wisely. I think 
it permits the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Army. and the 
other agencies to maintain certain specific responsibilities for irrigation develop- 
ment and other things than power. 

Above all, it seems to preserve government corporation control so that the 
people through Congress in the final analysis will determine major water policies 
if conflicts arise and in authorizing specific projects planned by the corporation. 
But more important, it preserves the principle of the basin account or irrigation 
assistance by which, practically, reclamation has far greater assurances than 
inere verbage and law. 

The omission in the past of public utility responsibility from Federal pro- 
grams has been completely unsatisfactory. While the principle of the disposition 
of surplus power generated at public projects has been accepted, only the prin- 
ciple of the responsibility for development of water projects—including the full- 
est development—can keep the program on schedule, ahead of need and ahead 
of the single-purpose, incomplete and destructive race for the usurpation of 
multiple-purpose sites for private greed. In a competitive world the national 
welfare requires that a region with water resources have a responsibility for 
the fullest development of that raw material for all purposes including electric 
energy. 








738 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


I do not think the road ahead of this bill will be easy. If it is an effective 
bill—which I think it is—it will draw the intense opposition which originally 
attempted to stop Bonneville and Grand Coulee and draw the same venom that 
was pumped into the fight against Hells Canyon. 

You will once again hear the statements that the job in the Northwest is 
already largely done, that there is once again a power surplus. You will hear 
threats that this proposal will stir up conflict and controversy. You will hear 
politicians, opposed to the basic corporation bill purposes, attempt to say that 
it must provide for more local control or for State allocations or for partnership 
participation. You will hear the voices of opposition. They will be the same 
voices. 

But this bill should receive the serious consideration of those people sincerely 
interested in advancing a workable plan for resource development and admin- 
istration of the power phase of that development. It should receive the serious 
consideration of those seeking to preserve the water resource in the control 
of the public and preserve such vital rights as those over water in the States 
for vital human needs as reclamation. 


ALBANY, OrREG., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RIcHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: May we express our views relative to the proposal 
of the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The owners of the Heyman-Campbell Farms are a partnership of father, son, 
and son-in-law. Our specialty since 1985 has been the production of hybrid seed 
corn, Although our industry is small, our annual volume of seed is enough to 
plant approximately 16,000 acres. 

Our farm is located 2 miles west of Albany adjacent to the Willamette River 
and our farm is subject to annual overflow when the river is at flood stage. 
During the years of 1943, 1945, and 1947, the floods were very severe and dam- 
aging—almost disastrous to many of us farmers in the lower bottoms of the 
river. Since the dams have been built on the upper tributaries of the Willa- 
mette our loss from floods has been cut to almost nil, even though the rain- 
fall during several years was more than those causing the previous floods. 
Hence, we are tremendously interested in flood control. 

The flood-control dams, in my opinion, are just a small sample of what can 
be done in this entire Columbia River Basin in the way of a comprehensive de- 
velopment program, not only for the development of cheap electric power, impor- 
tant as that may be, but also for flood control, soil erosion, irrigation, naviga- 
tion, and recreation. 

We have read the proposed measure and are 100 percent for it. We hope the 
findings of your committee will be sufficient to convince the Congress of the 
United States to approve the proposed bill, not only for the immediate benefit 
of the people of this region but also for its far-reaching effects on all.of the 
people of the land. 

Respectfully, 
HEYMAN-CAMPBELL FARMS, 
(Signed) A.C. Heyman, 
(Typed) A.C, Heyman. 


LANE County ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
Bugene, Oreg., November 28, 1958. 
U.S. Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Oourthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I would like to register my approval, in principle, 
of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill as being a long step toward 
the stabilization of Pacific Northwest economy and its future growth as con- 
trasted with the present conditions of feast and famine and all its insecurity and 
confusion. 

Yours very truly, 


GLEN R. Sawyer, Manager. 
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BLACHLY-LANE COUNTY COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, 
Hugene, Oreg., November 28, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Deak SENATOR: Will you please present this letter at the Portland hearing on 
the regional corporation bill as my testimony? 

The regional corporation approach will best serve the public interest by im- 
proving the financing and administration of the Federal power system in the 
Northwest. 

Please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration bill as revised, in principle. 

I respectfully urge the retention of the public utility responsibility provision 
which will insure an adequate power supply to all users in any eventuality. This 
will do more than any other one thing to promote large industrial loads, which 
will stabilize the revenue of the Federal power system in the Northwest, in- 
crease employment and add to the general welfare of the entire Northwest. 


Frank N. Savage, Manager. 


HARNEY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Burns, Oreg., December 3, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


My DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I regret that I will be unable to attend the 
hearings on the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, but I wish to have 
acknowledged our support of the regional corporation bill in principle. 

We, of this area, realize the vital importance of low cost power and its posi- 
tion in the economy of the area probably more than others due to the high cost 
of power we now have. We feel low cost power is one of our principal commodi- 
ties of the Northwest, and this alone will counteract some of the other items 
such as freight costs that tend to discourage development and divert industry 
away from the Northwest. I feel this bill will encourage more industry and 
development in the Northwest. 

The regional corporation approach will best serve the public interest by im- 
proving the financing and administration of the Federal power system in the 
Northwest. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert EF. Cote, Manager. 


ALSEA, OrEG., December 8, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Since I am unable to attend the hearing on the 
regional corporation bill, it is my desire to present this letter as testimonial in 
favor of the bill. It is my conviction that a fuller development of the Columbia 
River Power System under the prepared regional corporation bill can do more 
to protect the public against future rate increases, thereby attracting future 
industry to Oregon, and the West as a whole. 

I firmly endorse the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT STONE, 
Director of Consumers Power, Corvallis, Oreg. 


PORTLAND, OREG. 


Dear SENATOR: I cannot but urge the establishment of a Columbia River 
Resources Board. I feel that such a board is absolutely essential to the welfare 
and prosperity of the people of the Pacific Northwest, and I sincerely hope that 
such a board or agency will become an actuality. 

With best wishes, I remain, 

Respectfully, 
WALTER H. WHITE. 
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PORTLAND, OrEG., December 4, 1958. 
Hon. RrcH arp L. NEUBERGER. 

Dear SENATOR: Although I cannot attend the hearings because of my work, 
1 want to urge your committee to support the regional corporation bill as a 
valuable means of developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 

Also I think instead of letting the water go to waste, it should replace gas 
and oil for heating and industrial use to keep us from polluting the air. While 
gas and oil will deplete in the future, electricity will not if we take care of our 
forests. 

Yours very truly, 
FE. Merxr. 


NEW BripGe, Orec., December 4, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.8. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This letter is to state our approval of the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation. We need more moderately priced power 
to assure development of recreational and transportation facilities, to encourage 
industrial growth and benefit our farmers, stockmen, miners, lumbermen, and 
every wage earner and taxpayer. as well as future generations of Americans. 

Sincerely, 
Con and Bra THOMAS. 


New Bripce, Orec. December 4, 1958. 


Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 
DEAR Mr. NEUBERGER: Being a native son of Oregon, a veteran of World War 
II, and a taxpayer, I highly favor the Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill. I believe it is necessary for better future progress of our State. 
Sincerely, 


GEORGE J. BEALE. 


KRAMIEN’S PaLM Drue STORE, 
HILLSBORO, OREG., December 4, 1955. 
Re regional corporation bill. 


Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR: Although I cannot attend the hearings because of my work, 
I want to urge your committee to support the regional corporation bill as a 
valuable means of developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. The 
economy of the region as well as the rest of the Nation depends heavily upon 
full development of natural resources and the resultant low-cost power for 
jobs and industrial growth. The underdevelopment in the Snake River is a 
crime against the Nation. If continued, we will certainly become a second-class 
power. 

Sincerely, 
L. C., KRAMIEN. 


Aner + ampere 


To the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is C. B. McFarland. I am a retired Forest Service 
employee now living on a large ranch near Oakridge, Oreg. I am a director of 
the Lane County Electric Cooperative, Inc, 

Electric power service is perhaps the most important single item on my farm 
and you can bet that without it I would not be there. I would agree to the terms 
and conditions, at least in principle, that are contained in the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill because as a taxpayer there will be no drain on 
the Federal Treasury and as a member of the Lane County Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., I am assured of ample electric power at a reasonable rate. 
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The total cost of the program must be paid by the user in preparation to the 
use. And any cry of “socialism” under this bill can only be made because of 
ignorance or prejudice. 

Respectfully submitted. 

C. B. McFARLAND. 


To the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is Lennie Haldorson. I ama farmer of Lane County, 
Oreg., and a director of the Lane County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

As-a lifetime of farming and one of the original incorporators of our organiza- 
tion, it may be difficult for some today to realize the tremendous importance of 
an abundant source of reasonable cost electric power. From our small beginning 
we now have a practical 100 percent coverage of our area and have thus fulfilled 
our obligation to serve all people. We are now at a crossroad. Have we over- 
extended our system until either the lack of wholesale power or a rate increase 
because of surplus power will make the cooperative insolvent? 

We must have stability in our power supplies as a protection for the future 
and to my mind the best proposal yet presented is that afforded by the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill. 

Very truly, 
LEN NIE HALDORSON. 

EUGENE, OREG. 


To the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is Raymond Wicks. I am a farmer residing near 
Culp Creek, Lane County, Oreg., and a director of the Lane County Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc. I have lived for many years on my present farm. Most of these 
years without the blessings that electricity brings. Even now I am certain my 
farm was electrified only because of an assurance of an ample supply of reasonable 
eost power from the Bonneville Power Administration which with all the faults 
that have developed has been a godsend to me, my family, and my neighbors. We 
are concerned and have been for some time. First by the threat of curtailment 
while we were in the process of expanding, then as suddenly, a surplus of power 
by our supplier with a correspondingly higher cost. Must we be faced at each 
changing economic season with a paradox in finance? 

I believe the Columbia River development bill should end much of the confusion 
of a year-to-year dependence on congressional appropriation. Therefore, the 
careful consideration of this committee is asked in order that we may halt the 
chaos that has been with us for the past 6 years. 

Respectfully, 
RAYMOND WICKS. 


To the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Committee of 
Public Works, U.S. Senate. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is Ernie Smith. I am a Forest Service employee and 
an operator of a fishing lodge on the beautiful McKenzie River, Lane County, 
Oreg. Iam also a director of the Lane County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

My neighbors and I were denied electric service by existing utilities and the 
only possible means of service was to do it ourselves and the only way it could 
be done was through ample power at reasonable rates. We thought we had both 
from the Bonneville Power Administrator but the events of the past 5 or 6 years 
have proven differently. 

The first threat to our future came with the announcement of pending power 
shortages which because of our size and location would place the cooperative at 
the mercy of a highly competitive market to the end that we could no longer go 
alone. Next, of course, we were told there was too much power, therefore we 
should pay more for it. No business can succeed in a quandary. There must 
be planning 5 to 10 years ahead for best results but without public utility respon- 
sibility on the part of Bonneville, the best that can be done is to assure your 
members that they have nothing to fear if the committee will consider favorably 
the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

Sincerely, 
Erxniz SMITH. 
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Senator Neusercer: Then we have letters from such organizations 
as the Hood River Electric Cooperative; the Wasco Electric Coopera- 
tive; the Tigard Grange at Tigard, Oreg.; the Clatsop County Oregon 
Central Labor Council; the Central Lincoln Peoples’ Utility District ; 
the International Woodworkers of America; the Central Lincoln 
Peoples’ Utility District again; the Oregon State Farmers Union; and 
the Federated Auxiliaries of the International Longshoremen’s and 
Warehousemen’s Union; and the Public Ownership League. 

All of these statements are in favor of the bill, and they will appear 
in the hearing record. 

(The complete statements of the organizations follow :) 


Hoop River EvLectric CooPpERATIVE, 
Hood River, Oreg., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portiand, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is to express our interest in and our whole- 
hearted support of the Regional Corporation bill, S. 3114, on which you are now 
holding local hearings. 

If this bill becomes law it would assure the entire region of a continued 
adequate power supply at reasonable cost. It would be an aid to both private 
and public-owned power systems because of this assured low-cost power supply. 
We fail to see how this bill is socialistic in character since the creation of an 
adequate power supply will stimulate the growth of industry and new private 
enterpirse and will provide new payrolls. All of which will create new taxable 
wealth in the region. 

We commend your efforts in getting this bill introduced and in holding these 
public hearings. We wish you well in your endeavor. 

Very truly yours, 
WitiArp I. JoHNsSON, Manager. 


Wasco ELectric CooPpEeRATIVE, INC., 
The Dalles, Orey., December 5, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Federal Building, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Senator: As no one from Wasco Electric will appear in person on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill, I am writing for the membership 
of the Wasco Electric Cooperative in support in principle of this bill. 

It is something which we have needed for many years here in the Northwest 
and with a comprehensive study that has gone into the structure of this bill, we 
would like to see it incorporated into law. 

Yours very truly, 
Eric A. JOHNSON, Manager. 


TIGARD GRANGE No. 148, 
Tigard, Oreg. 

“Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the 
Nation depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and the 
resultant low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth ; and 

“Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its own 
way ; and 

“Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated man- 
agement of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements 
in financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill: Therefore be it 

“Resolved by the members of Tigard Grange No. 148 of Washington County, 
Oreg., That we endorse the regional corporation principle ; be it further 

“Resolved, That this board respectfully requests that this resolution be in- 
cluded in the record of hearings conducted December 8 to 11 by the Senate Pub- 
lic Works Committee on the proposed bill. 


“Loris Warp, Secretary.” 
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Above resolution was introduced by Legislative Committee Chairman Albert 
Niva at a regular meeting held on December 3, and was passed unanimously by 
the members present. 

Loris Warp, Secretary. 


CLatsor CouNTY, OREGON, CENTRAL LaBorR COUNCIL, 
Astoria, Oreg., July 28, 1958. 

“Whereas a proposed Columbia Valley Development Corporation is proposed 
in 8. 3114 introduced by Senator Neuberger and other Senators; and 

“Whereas this proposed Corporation’s functions briefly are: 

“A. It will succeed the Bonneville Power Administration as the Federal 
Power Marketing Agency ; 

“B. It will take over existing Federal power projects ; 

“C. Finance new power projects with the sale of utility revenue bonds 
to the United States Treasury at low interest rates ; and 

“Whereas this legislation has the support of the Northwest Public Power 
Association, Gov. Robert Holmes, and many others: Now, therefore be it 

“Resolved, The Clatsop County, Oregon, Central Labor Council do go on record 
as endorsing the proposed Columbia Valley Development Corporation as con- 
tained in S. 3114 with the following reservation : 

“A. Representatives of the commercial salmon industry be included in the 
Corporation in order to insure the proper consideration and protection of the 
migratory salmon runs in present and future power projects; and be it further 

“Resolved, The Oregon State Labor Council, AFL-CIO be requested to concur 
in this resolution during its annual convention; and be it further 

“Resolved, Copies of this resolution be forwarded to Senators Neuberger, 
Morse, Magnuson, Jackson, Murray, Mansfield, Sparkman, Hill, Gov. Robert 
Holmes, Gus Norwood, Herbert Lundy, and others. 

“Respectfully submitted. 

“WALTER LOFGREN, Secretary.” 

This resolution was passed unanimously by the Clatsop County, Oregon, Cen- 
tral Labor Council, July 28, 1958. 


CENTRAL LINCOLN PropLeEs’ UTimniry District, 
Newport, Oreg., November 24, 1958. 
Hon. Rrowarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR: We note with interest the announced public hearings on 
the Columbia River Development Corporation bill scheduled for next month 
and we hope that these hearings may result in a final draft of a bill which can 
be enacted into law in the next Congress. 

The Central Lincoln People’s Utility District is vitally interested in a con- 
tinuing, adequate, low-cost power supply for the Pacific Northwest and is 
convinced that a local controlled, efficiently managed Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation with self-financing powers, could program and develop power 
generation as it is required to meet the ever growing power demands in the 
area. 

You may therefore insert this letter in the record of the forthcoming hearings 
as the district’s endorsement in principle, of the current draft of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill. 

Very truly yours, 
H. LAWRENCE HUtt, President. 


INTERNATIONAL WOODWORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Portland, Oreg., December 8, 1958. 


Re Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 
Senator RIcHArRD L, NEUBERGER, 
New U.8. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is to set forth the position of the International 
Woodworkers of America with respect to the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. I would have preferred to set forth the views of our organiza- 
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tion personally, but I shall be attending an ILO conference in Europe during 
the period that your hearings are being conducted. 

The I.W. of A. believes that the traditional method—by congressional appro- 
priation—of developing our power resources has proved to be successful. How- 
ever, since much-needed development of resources in the Northwest, and else- 
where, have been frustrated by privately owned utilities, we are glad to see 
the emergence of a scheme which will be capable of starting again the delayed 
development of the Northwest power potential. 

We think this new proposal will go a long way toward providing the attrac- 
tions which are necessary for industry to come and stay in the Northwest. The 
exposition which we here in Oregon are undertaking to celebrate the 100th anni- 
versary of our statehood will call attention to many of the advantages of Oregon 
as a site for industry. We think it takes more than this alone to attract indus- 
try. Low-cost power is one of the answers, and we therefore endorse this 
bill. 

We urge, too, that the standard preference clause be retained in this bill. 
We believe its inclusion is a necessary safeguard for the maintenance of public 
power. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Respectfully and sincerely yours, 
A. F. Hartune, International President. 


CENTRAL LINCOLN PEOPLE’S UTILITY DISTRICT, 
Newport, Oreg., November 24, 1958. 
Hon. RicHArD L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Senator: The Oregon People’s Utility District Directors Association, 
whose membership includes all of the four operating people’s utility districts in 
Oregon, is vitally interested in the complete comprehensive power development 
of Columbia River and its tributaries, and at a meeting on November 17, 1958, 
the association went on record as favoring, in principle, the Columbia River 
Regional Corporation bill. 

The association believes that the Columbia River Regional Corporation would 
be a sound businesslike approach to the problem of assuring the Northwest a 
continuing, low cost power supply. 

It is the association’s hope that the Columbia River Regional Corporation bill 
may be enacted into law in the 86th Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
Curis C. Beck, President. 


Orecon STATE FARMERS UNION, 
Salem, Oreg., December 8, 1958. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: We want to convey to you briefly our sincere en- 
doresemnt of the principles and intentions set forth in the revised draft of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

We believe it offers a practical method of finance and administration for the 
progressive development of the power resources of the region. 

As you well know, the Oregon State Farmers Union has consistently opposed 
left-handed partnerships, dissipation by partial development, and other monopo- 
listic plans that seemed generally detrimental to our area. 

We have been equally consistent in supporting those policies that we believed 
would develop the economy of the Northwest and be in the broad public interest. 

May we now be placed on record in support of the principles embodied in the 
revised Columbia Corporation bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
HARLEY Lippy, Legislative Chairman. 


FEDERATED AUXILIARIES, 
North Bend, Oreg., December 4, 1958. 


Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portiand, Oreg. 


HonorRABLE Stir: It has long been the policy of the International Longshore- 
men’s and Warehousemen’s Union Federated Auxiliaries to call for conservation 
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of the Nation’s natural resources. We want to see, here in the Pacific North- 
west, the full development of the Columbia River system, with emphasis on 
public low-cost electricity, most vital to the economy of this region, 
We wish to be on record, in principle, for the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. VALERIE LEE TAYLOR, President. 


PUBLIC OWNERSHIP LEAGUE, 
Cowlitz County, Wash., December 22, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: We realize that abundance of low-cost electricity 
is vital to the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the 
Nation, and also realize that a power program must pay its own way on a rock- 
sound financial foundation. Even the Hoover Commission recommended that 
Bonneville should be changed into a Federal corporation so as to do a more 
businesslike job. We firmly endorse the idea of a Columbia River Development 
Corporation as proposed in the bill being considered by your committee. 

Yours truly, 
W. H. Huron, President. 
T. A. CHRISTENSEN, Secretary. 


Senator Neusercer. We have a wire from W. O. Switzer, of the 
Washington States Sportsman’s Council, which asks some questions 
regarding the bill, which will appear in the record; a letter expressing 
considerable interest but taking no sides from the Honorable Giles L. 
French, editor of the Sherman County Journal, of Moro, Oreg., and 
former distinguished member of the Oregon State Legislature, and 
his letter will appear in the hearing record. 

We have a letter, opposing the bill, from Mr. C. R. Weede, Portland, 
Oreg., and his letter will appear in the hearing record; also a state- 
ment of Ralph S. Wittenberg, manager of Grandma Cookie Co., Port- 
land, Oreg., which will appear in the hearing record. 

(The complete communications follow :) 


RICHLAND, WASH., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RroHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate Public Works Hearing, 
Interior Building, Portland, Oreg.: 


Are the rights of fish and wildlife fully protected in the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation? Will the Corporation be able to run roughshod 
over conservationists and Interior Department objections to particular power 
projects? 

W. O. Switzer, 
Washington State Sportsmamn’s Council. 


SHERMAN COUNTY JOURNAL, 
Moro, Orea., November 27, 1958. 
Mr. Ricuarp L, NEUBPRGER, 
U.S. Senator, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Dick : Thank you for a copy of the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill. I am not able to check it very well because I do not have a copy of 
the Bonneville Act which it amends. It seems to me that Federal laws and 
amendments are awkwardly done anyway. 

Neither am I able at this time to say what I think of it in general although 
I am sure it will not be so sweeping an endorsement as the Oregonian gave it. 
Neither, also, will it make much difference. I do not have the fear of private 
power that some possess and do have more fear of Federal power, not only in 
electricity. 

There are one or two things I’d like to comment on. It seems to me that the 
boundaries of a power district should be drawn by water systems rather than 
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by State boundaries. Certainly the entire Snake River should be in the system 
and perhaps the Klamath should be out, its development being partly concerned 
with California. And there isn’t much point in having southeastern Idaho’s 
Bear River included. I very much dislike the preference clause because I think 
the Federal Government should make no distinction between citizens on the 
basis of the source of the power they use. Probably there should be some officers 
of private power on the advisory board and I wonder if the representatives of 
Government will not bea majority anyway. That I wouldn’t like. 

Would it be possible for you to send me a copy of the new 308 Report? It 
looks like I’m going to have to read up on power because of this bill and the 
John Day Dam so close to home and I will need the factual literature as well 
as the opinionated which will come along regularly. 

Hope you had plenty of turkey. That we cherished the bird this year is a 
triumph of tradition over prejudice for we seldom prefer anything that is cheap. 


Regards. 
GILES FRENCH. 


PorTLAND, OrEG., December 4, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR: I notice that the Senate Public Works Committee is “revealed 
to have suppressed a report by Comptroller General Campbell commenting ad- 
versely on proposed legislation to establish a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration.” Thus heads a news report in the Oregon Journal. 

As you and I both know, such a suppression would be a crime against the 
people of the United States, for it is the duty of the Comptroller General to 
carefully watch all proposed measures and warn against any provisions in such 
measures as are injurious to the public interest. 

All informed citizens are opposed to setting up any more ruinous Tennessee 
Valley Authorities. In fact, we want the Government to get out and stay out 
of acquiring and operating any business of any type. For Government is incapa- 
ble of running any business supported by the taxpayers efficiently, competently, 
or profitably. All business belongs only and always to the private citizenry 
where it can be operated under competition much more efficiently, competently, 
and profitably and pay taxes besides. 

Even though the bill may have been revised more recently yet it still is danger- 
ous. In fact, such a measure should be thrown onto the scrap heap as it is 
a Socialist measure and designed to build up big Government to the endangering 
of the liberties of the American people. 

Very sincerely yours, 
(Signed) C. R. Weede, 
(Typed) CHARLES R. WEEDE. 


P.S.—After writing the above, I read in an Oregonian news article that your 
committee claims Campbell’s comments were omitted “through oversight.” Per- 
haps. Anyway, my criticism still stands. No such measure should be offered or 
passed without its being cleared and cleansed of every objection dealt with by 
Mr. Campbell. 

Of course, the bill should never be offered or passed at all, as it is dangerous 
Socialistic legislation, intended for building up big Government, big spending, 
big taxes, and big debts. 

C.R.W. 


PERSONAL STATEMENT OF RALPH 8. WITTENBERG, MANAGER OF GRANDMA COOKIE Co., 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


My objection to the Columbia River Development Corporation is that it sets 
up a monopoly, worst of all a Government monopoly, which is above reach of 
regulatory agencies. 

Fifty years ago we were breaking up the oil monopoly. Currently, we are 
starting to uncover the evils of labor monopoly. Why invite the difficulties of 
a monopoly in one of our most vital services? 

The Northwest Power Pool has proven itself one of the finest organizations 
in existence making use of the experience and efficiency of pioneers of hydro- 
electric power. Through it, there has been no increase in the cost of electric 
service in the Northwest in over 15 years that I personally know of, and probably 
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25 or more years. I can think of no other service for which my company pays 
wherein that statement can be made. 

This bill would eliminate from participation the experienced people who have 
served power to 85 percent of the power users of Oregon and place that service 
in charge of, to quote from this act “and all directors shall be persons who 
profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of this act.” This clause would 
preclude any believer in free enterprise from serving. 

This bill would oblige the Federal Government to finance bonds at an interest 
rate of about 1 percent lower than money costs the Government. With a heavy 
defense budget, that burden should not be placed on a government that is fighting 
inflation. 

This bill should not be introduced to Congress. 


Senator Neusercer. It is now 12:30 o’clock. We've been goin 
nearly 3 hours. I trust that an hour will be enough for luncheon, = 
we will try to take up again at approximately 1:30. We will stand 
in recess until that time. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., a recess was taken until 1:30 p.m. of the 


same day.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Neupercer. We have a long list of witnesses. So, I’m 
going to take the prerogative of starting in on time if that is all right. 

Is Mr. LaSalle Coles here from Prineville? Mr. Coles wanted to 
be on as early as possible, and I hope to oblige him. Mr. Coles, if 
I’m not mistaken is vice president of the National Reclamation Asso- 
ciation and manager of the Ochoco Irrigation District, which includes 
the Great Crooked River project, which I was privileged to help in 
authorizing. 

Mr. Coles, we’re glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF LaSALLE COLES, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Corrs. Senator Neuberger, and members of the staff, I have a 
statement here from Judge Robert Sawyer from Bend, which he sent 
to me by mail and asked if I would have it introduced in the record 
for him. 

Senator Neupercrer. Judge Sawyer’s statement will appear in the 
record in full. 

(The complete statement of Robert W. Sawyer follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. SAWYER, BEND, OREG. 


My name is Robert W. Sawyer. My home is in Bend, Oreg., where I have 
lived since 1912. Until my retirement in 1953 I had been for nearly 40 years 
editor and publisher of a newspaper, the Bend Bulletin. I have served as 
president of both the Oregon Reclamation Congress and the National Recla- 
mation Association. 

Each of these organizations has expressed its opposition to S. 3114 and the 
grounds for their opposition apply equally to the legislation proposed in the 
redrafted bill now before the committee as a committee print. Many other 
organizations and individuals are on record in opposition. I join them. 

In a reading of the proposed act one observes that its ostensible principal 
purpose is electric power development in western Montana, and the States of 
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, defined in the bill as the Pacific Northwest. 
Nevertheless, under its broad, general terms it would be possible under it to 
develop a valley authority instrumentality. I urge that the idea of an authority 
for the Columbia Valley has already been thoroughly explored in the Northwest 
and decisively rejected. 
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A leading newspaper supporter of the proposed act has asserted that “basically, 
the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation’—the organization pro- 
posed to be created under this bill—‘will be a planning, financing, and power- 
transmitting agency.” No notice is taken by this newspaper advocate of the 
direction to the Corporation in section 9 of the committee print “to construct 
* * * generating facilities.” This newspaper's thinking apparently stops with 
the earlier section—section 3(a)—where it is provided that “Any Federal 
agency operating power-producing facilities at any project * * * in the 
Pacific Northwest shall, upon request of the Corporation, deliver the elec- 
trie energy not required for the operation of such project to the Corporation for 
disposition * * *.” 

The Federal agencies that have built and now operate power-producing 
facilities in the Pacific Northwest are the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps 
of Engineers. Under the proposed act each could continue construction ac- 
tivities using funds provided by the Corporation. It is definitely to be expected, 
however, that the Corporation, given the direction and the authority set out in 
section 9, would soon proceed thereunder to take into its own hands all Pacific 
Northwest Federal power development leaving to the corps and the Bureau 
only the operation of the presently constructed facilities. 

They would thus become only minor factors in the Pacific Northwest power 
field and even in this operation they would be subordinated for it would 
have to be “in accordance with the requirements of the Corporation” (sec. 2(a)). 

The possible relegation of the corps and the Bureau under these provisions 
of the act to subordinate and extremely minor positions in the field of power 
generation in the Pacific Northwest would, if Federal generation is to continue, 
be most unfortunate. It should not be tolerated. 

Not only would the corps and the Bureau be affected adversely by the enact- 
ment of this proposed legislation, private enterprise power development in the 
region on all streams were a Federal license is an essential would almost cer- 
tainly come to an end resulting, if in nothing more, in a loss of potential tax 
income. 

This would come about from the inclusion in the act of section 7(4) author- 
izing intervention by the Corporation “in any proceeding relating to an ap- 
plication under * * * the Federal Power Act for a license to construct any 
water resource project in the Pacific Northwest * * *.” 

It is true that such intervention may take place only when certain condi- 
tions relating to the Corporation exist but the recent history of license applica- 
tions by private enterprise power companies make it clear that those conditions 
would always develop and no private company, faced with the prospect of such 
intervention, would ever again seek such a license. 

The proposed act provides for the possible end of the “postage stamp” rate 
under which power is now marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration— 
see section 11, section 6(a). No argument is offered here for or against the 
“postage stamp” rate. It is urged, however, that with the multitude and 
variety of area advisory group representation provided in this bill constant 
bickering over rates between prescribed transmission areas would be assured. 

The provision is noted—section 14, section 9(c)—that “Nothing in this act 
shall change * * * the application to be made of the interest component * * *.” 
In an act surrounded by the aura of respectability given this proposed law by its 
proponents it is amazing that the use of the interest component for other than 
interest purposes should be thus condoned. In spite of the fact that the action 
was a fraud on the taxpayers of the Nation, officials of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion some years ago brought about the use of the interest component for other 
than interest purposes, that is, for use in reducing power rates. 

If this bill is to become law the least its proponents could do toward honest 
accounting and taxpayer relief would be to insure in it that the interest com- 
ponent is used for interest. 

Finally, attention is called to the extreme confusion implicit in the provi- 
sions of this proposed act relating to the management of the Development 
Corporation. Thus, it is provided that “The Corporation shall be operated 
under the direction of the President or such department or officer as he may 
direct: * * *” 

Next comes a provision that “The management of the Corporation shall be 
vested in a board of five directors. * * *” 

Further along in the bill it is provided that “The executive management 
of the Corporation shall be vested in a General Manager * * *”, and it is also 
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provided that “The Board of Directors shall advise and assist the General 
Manager in the performance of his duties * * *”, 

There is, doubtless, a distinction between operation and management but 
when it comes to a decision, under the terms of this bill, as to whether the 
superior authority is in the board of five which has “the management of the 
Corporation” or in the General Manager who has “the executive management” 
a quandary develops. 

Apparently, since the Board is “to advise and assist’ instead of being given 
top command it is the Manager who has control subject only to the operating 
instructions given by the department or officer named by the President. 

The confusion just indicated is compounded by the provision in the bill for 
an advisory council of 40 members at large named by the Board plus a mem- 
ber appointed by each Senator and Representative from each State—Oregon, 
6; Washington, 8: Idaho, 4; Montana, 4—and 1 named by each Governor of 
the Northwest States, a total of 66 voting advisers supplemented by repre- 
sentatives of “interested Federal agencies” of which 11 are named. 

This council is to meet at least once each year and it may advise the Board 
and the General Manager of its views with respect “to the program, policies 
and activities of the Corporation.” 

This, obviously, would be a most unwieldy body whose members, unless picked 
as “yes” men would find themselves constantly at odds with each other and 
with the confused management. Region would be opposed to region and chaos 
vould result. 

I respectfully urge an unfavorable report on this proposed bill. Let action 
be taken to get the United States out of business instead of being propelled 
further into business. 


Mr. Corrs. I also have a statement of my own to make and I would 
like to ask that a resolution that was passed at the recent annual meet- 
ing of the National Reclamation Association be placed in the record. 

Senator Neusercer. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The complete statement of Mr. Coles follows, together with the 
resolution :) 


My name is LaSalle E. Coles. I am first vice president of the National Recla- 
mation Association, an organization representing the reclamation interests of 
the 17 Western States, and am manager of the Ochoco Irrigation District, 
Prineville, Oreg. 

I recently returned from Houston, Tex., where I attended the 27th annual 
meeting of the National Reclamation Association. This association reaffirmed 
by resolution its opposition to the Valley Authority type of development of our 
great river systems. 

I would like permission to furnish the committee a copy of this resolution, 
and to ask that it be made part of the record. 

I had the honor of appearing before the committee when hearings were held 
in Washington, D.C., on 8S. 3114 in May of this year, and some of the objections 
which I voiced to 8. 3114 at that time have been corrected by this proposed 
draft of the bill. 

The bill is still single purpose in that its main objective is to develop and 
control the electric energy of the Pacific Northwest. All other uses of water 
are secondary. We have been developing our water resources for a decade or 
more on the principle of multiple use. A cursory look at this bill leads me to 
believe that all other uses of water in the Pacific Northwest will take a back 
seat to power development. 

The economy of our State is based primarily on lumbering, agriculture, tour- 
ism, recreation, and fish. All of these need water in large quantities with the 
exception of lumbering. If one use of our water resource is developed at the 
expense of the other uses, then our economy will suffer. Cheap power does 
not in itself bring new industries into an area. Studies have been made which 
will bear me out in this statement. If this is true, then what are we as a State 
to gain by developing a power corporation whose sole purpose is the development 
of electric energy? 

Section 7(d) permits the corporation to demand that power facilities be in- 
cluded in any dam built by a Federal agency. The Bureau of Reclamation 
builds dams primarily for the reclamation of arid and semiarid lands. If the 
Corporation demands that power generating facilities be included in one of these 
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dams built primarily for irrigation, will the water be used to irrigate dry 
land so food can be raised to feed our growing population or will it be used to 
generate electric power? 

The reclamation interests are opposed to all suits dealing with water being 
tried in the Federal courts. The proposed bill would allow all suits against 
the corporation to be removed to the Federal courts, which means that our 
water disputes would be removed further from State control. We are fearful 
of what is happening to our water rights as a result of the Hawthorne and 
Pelton decisions. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not feel, that I have had adequate time to thoroughly 
analyze this proposed draft to amend the Bonneville Project Act as the draft 
was noly recently released and made available to me, therefore, I would like 
permission to submit a more complete statement at a later date. 


NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION RESOLUTION 4—FEDERAL CORPORATIONS AND 
VALLEY AUTHORITIES 


Whereas the National Reclamation Association has over the past 20 years 
consistently opposed the creation of regional or valley authorities in whatever 
guise; and 

Whereas legislation now is being considered in the Congress of the United 
States to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation which in reality 
would be a Federal valley authority under another name; and 

Whereas the powers granted to such a corporation or authority would seriously 
threaten State water rights and usurp the rights of local interests in the control, 
development and administration of their water for beneficial consumptive use 
and jeopardize the full and multipurpose development of water resources: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association in accordance with its 
long-established policy of opposition to any type of valley authority legislation, 
does hereby oppose the enactment of any legislation creating a Federal corpora- 
tion or valley authority or any other such Federal entity empowered to investigate, 
plan, construct, operate, control or develop water resource projects. 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Coles, we will be glad to receive your state- 
ment. I suggest you have it to Mr. Mapes in Washington ‘within the 
next 30 or 40 days. That will give you ample time, I’m sure. 

Mr. Corxs. Thank you, Senator, T just haven’t had time to go over 
the draft. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Coles. The next witness is the 
Honorable Joe Jaross, county judge of Washington County, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF JOE JAROSS, COUNTY JUDGE, WASHINGTON 
COUNTY, OREG. 


Judge Jaross. Senator Neuberger and members of the staff, it is 
certainly a peasuye coming here to present my testimony in favor of 
the regional corporation bill. Also, Senator, with your permission, I 
was also asked to represent the Oregon Farmers Union. Being a 
State director of the Farmers Union, the request was made of me. 

As judge of Washington County, ‘which happens to be the second 
fastest growing county on the Pacific coast, next to Los Angeles, it is 
very important that I take interest in the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill. In my estimation our Pacific Northwest has 
lost the potential of many millions of dollars in payrolls, because in- 
dustries seeking low-cost power have located in other areas. 

In my own county, just last month my welfare commission was 
somewhat upset because we had 150 new applications for general as- 
sistance. In addition to this our unemployment rate is very high and 
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many of our people have used up their unemployment compensation 
benefits, so this can only mean one thing: that our welfare rolls are 
going to keep skyrocketing. Many of our people are employed on a 
part-time basis and would be very happy to hold full-time jobs so 
that they and their families would not be at the mercy of the tax- 
payers in the way of receiving welfare. 

It is very encouraging to me, as county judge, to know that some 
real positive action to improve the financing and administration of 
the Colombia River power system has been included in this bill. 

With this type of planning, I am confident that the industrial de- 
velopment of the Pacific Northwest will eventually set the pace for 
the entire country. The retaining of the preference clause will be a 
great inducement for industries to locate in our wonderful State of 
Oregon. 

In conclusion, I would like to say, it makes me very happy to think 
that this bill, written by Senator Richard L. Neuberger, will put the 
financing and administration of this project on a sound basis rather 
than an emotionally political one, 

As a small-farm operator and member of the board of directors of 
the Oregon Farmers Union, I strongly endorse the idea incorporated 
in the regional Corporation bill. Here in the State of Oregon, espe- 
cially in the western part, where farm subsidies are not available, our 
farmers have had an uphill struggle trying to retain their family 
farms. In average times, it is possible for these family-type farmers 
to eke out a fairly decent standard of living. However, with the lack 
of payrolls and the impact of inflation, it is difficult for these farmers 
to remain in business, and if this trend continues most of these small 
private enterprises will be the victims of vertical integration, which 
in our terms means they will be swallowed up by huge corporation 
farms. 

The regional Corporation bill is strongly favored by the Oregon 
Farmers Union because in it is included a good solid plan for financ- 
ing and administration. 

Many members of the Oregon Farmers Union and their friends 
could have enjoyed outside employment in addition to operating their 
small farms, had this type of a bill been introduced years ago when 
it would have given leaders of industry assurance of stable, low-cost 
power. 

At last, now we can relax knowing that when this bill is approved, 
we will not be at the mercy of political bartering and quibbling. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Judge Jaross. I appreciate your 
being here. I want to make one minor correction in your testimony. 
I cannot claim authorship of this bill, but I did make certain sug- 
gestions which are incorporated in the committee print. Thank you 
very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. R. E. Kerr, representing the Oregon Farm 
Bureau Federation. Mr. Kerr, I want to say this to you. I’m going 
to have to suggest to you, as I did to a good many other witnesses, so 
that nobody 1s left without an opportunity to appear, that you para- 
phrase this rather extensive testimony and the entire testimony that 
you have brought to us will appear in the record in full. 

Mr. Kerr. Thank you, sir. 


$7710—59—pt. 2——_-7 
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(The complete statement of Mr. Kerr follows :) 


STATEMENT oF R. E. Kerr, CHAIRMAN, OREGON FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
NATURAL RESOURCE COMMITTEE 


My name is R. BE. Kerr. I am a filbert grower from Lane County, Oreg., and 
chairman of the Natural Resources Committee of the Oregon Farm Bureau 
Federation, an organization of approximately 9,400 families who make their 
living from farming. 

I should add that the prototype of the bill now before us was earnestly studied 
by the house of delegates of that organization at its annual convention held 
last month in Salem, resolutions on the general subject having been considered 
and acted on by the member farm bureaus throughout the State. The sub- 
stance of this presentation was approved as representing the sentiments and 
interests of the members of the organization. 

Due to the short time available for the study of this bill, I shall attempt to 
confine this presentation to basic issues which this bill has in common with 
S. 3114. I trust that, if further study shows such action needful, we may 
submit supplementary material. 

We have an economic interest in this bill. We also have a deep ideological 
interest which Woodrow Wilson well expressed: “The history of liberty is the 
history of limitations of governmental power, not the increase of it.” To botb 
those interests the bill now before us runs counter. 

The opening remarks by Senator Neuberger at the hearings on bill S. 3114 
last May (p. 3 of the published volume of the hearings) deplored the attitude 
of chambers of commerce and other business groups to regard the issue as 
“merely another battle between public and private power’’—a rather boring 
spectator sport. 

Let me assure the committee that the Farm Bureau does not enter the case 
as a spectator or at the instigation of any other group, nor does it regard the 
issue as a battle between private power and public power. It regards the 
battle as between free enterprise and government-controlled enterprise and this 
particular skirmish as exclusive public power versus the type of power that the 
people of the various areas have freely chosen to adopt. 

In further statement Senator Neuberger urged that witnesses come to grips 
spicifically with issues and aspects of the proposals. I shall endeavor to 
comply. 

As i stated, the Farm Bureau opposes the bill both on economic and ideologi- 
cal grounds. I shall deal principally with three propositions : 

(1) That the Bonneville preference clause, by this bill embedded in 
permaneat legislation, is hurtful to the economic well-being and the liberty 
of the people of Oregon. 

(2) That the Corporation’s assumption of public utility responsibility 
presents the threat of complete Federal power domination in the northwest. 

(3) That this bill marks another step in the steady advance of the doc- 
trine of Federal supremacy. 


PREFERENCE CLAUSE 


The bill before us fails in a most obvious need, that is, to meaningfully amend 
the preference clause, section 4 of the basic act so as to abate the discrimination 
between consumers of Federal power. 

It has long been recognized that the Bonneville preference clause has unfavor- 
able implications for the people and industries of Oregon where private com- 
panies provide electric power to the great majority of consumers. But the 
clause has been treated as a law of the Medes and the Persians “that altereth 
not.” The statement is frequently and loosely made that the preference clause 
is the “cornerstone of all Federal power legislation.” Question: Which prefer- 
ence clause? 

There is general misunderstanding of the fact that there are as many prefer- 
ence clauses as there are Federal acts that carry them. All have in common 
a provision that public bodies (and cooperatives) shall have the first oppor- 
tunity to develop projects or purchase power, as the case may be. The Farm 
Bureau historically has supported such preference clauses. But not the Bonne- 
ville clause. It is the only one that not only provides a prior preference but also 
provides a recapture feature that requires that, for all time, a private distribu- 
tion agency may be deprived of federally produced power to satisfy the require- 
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ments of new or expanded public agencies. Thus a serious element of uncer- 
tainty is introduced into the power supply situation that must be transmitted 
N on to the consumer. 
: If the purpose of socializing the power industry had been baldly stated in the 
project bill, the provision probably would not have been approved by Congress 
even in the thirties. 

But its avowed purpose was unexceptionable: “In order to insure that the 
facilities for the generation of electric energy at the Bonneville project shall 
be operated for the benefit of the general public and particularly of domestic 
and rural consumers * * *,” it begins, “The Administrator shall at all times 
give preference and priority to public bodies and cooperatives.” Note that it 
was the intent of Congress that the benefits should accrue to the general public. 
It didn’t work that way. Even now, more than 20 years after passage of the 
act, only 16 percent of the consuming general public of Oregon (36 percent for 
the entire Northwest) qualify under the test of which agency supplies them. 

On the background of tke 1920’s and 1930's it is easy to imagine that the 
framers of section 4 expected, if, indeed, they did not definitely determine, that 
public agencies and cooperatives would soon take over the electric power busi- 
ness of the Northwest. The question of private power distribution would then 
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al become moot. Such interpretation of intent is reinforced by further portions 
1e of that section and memorandums of Secretaries of the Interior of that period 
hb directing the promotion and assistance of public agencies to take over the power 
distribution. 
4 We, in Oregon, were told of the advantages of public power and the dangers of 
le private power. We discussed it. We held 53 PUD elections at State and local 
is i levels, not counting bond elections and other elections where public power versus 
4 | private power was an issue. (As late as last month an election was held to de- 
termine if the city of Portland should undertake power generation at its Bull 
se Run plant—defeated nearly 2 to 1.) As a result of the 53 elections, 4 PUD’s 
ne were organized and have remained active. Three organized, but abandoned 
he ; for REA. Five organized, but have remained inactive. The other 41 were 
is rejected or not validated. 
he Does all this mean that the people of Oregon prefer private power to public 
| power? Definitely no. It means that they are reasonably well satisfied with 
ps the service they are getting from the agencies that are supplying them in their 
to various areas. They can shift to an alternate agency if and when they consider 
it to be in their interest. 
ri- They cherish the right to make that choice. 

: The effect of the preference clause is to deny them that choice, to coerce them 
in i into setting up public agencies and cooperatives if they are to continue to share 
ty in the benefits of Bonneville power. 

: Shall the people of Oregon reorganize their power structure throughout the 
ty State in order to qualify for equal treatment under this preference clause? 
st. Shall the mountain come to Mohammed or shall Mohammed go to the mountain? 
C- The Oregon Farm Bureau Federation, at its recent State convention, recom: 

mended a solution by amending section 4, in the matter of preferred customers, 
to read, ‘“* * * preference and priority to public bodies, cooperatives, and 
privately owned agencies Operating under an adequate State public utility 
responsibility law.” 
nd The point involved is: In any State with public utility responsibility laws 
on : such as Oregon has, the present discrimination is not justified. If any State 
does not have adequate regulatory laws, then the preference would be justified. 
or- The advocates of the Bonneville preference clause studiously avoid the subject 
m- of State public utility responsibility laws. Actually in Oregon all privately 
he owned utilities are regulated by the publie utilities commission. Without the 
»th commission’s approval they may not issue securities, combine, move into new 
ise service area, change their rates, discontinue service (except for cause). They 
er- are required to furnish adequate, dependable service at lowest practicable cost. 
Their books are constantly open to the inspection of the PUC. Under similar 
or: laws, the people and industries of California seem to feel safe from the abuses 
on of private-power monopolies. 
Or- Perhaps in this State we are paying an unduly high premium for insurance 
rm against a nonexistent tiger. Industries are reputed to be allergic to unnecessary 
ne- hazards. They may choose to avoid areas of uncertainty even against the 

Iso allurement of cheap power. 
bu- Altogether, the preference clause is doing the State no good and threatens 
ire- to do injury at such time as it has to be invoked. With the assumption of 
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regional public utility responsibility by the Corporation, the injury may be still 
greater. 
PUBLIC UTILITY RESPONSIBILITY 


It has been pointed out in the hearings on bill S. 3114 a regional public 
utility responsibility at the wholesale level is essential for the Corporation to 
fulfill its purpose. In accepting the mandate the Corporation would perforce 
have to preempt all feasible power sites on the Columbia and its tributaries 
and would probably have to commandeer the production or condemn the facili- 
ties of private production in western Oregon and Washington to firm up its 
winter power load. This would be almost a certainty if Canada chose to divert 
her portion of the Columbia River flow to the Fraser River. 

It is not apparent how the Corporation, even with the most benevolent intent, 
can discharge the power responsibility without exercising complete domination 
over the entire electric field of the Northwest. The Corporation is to manage 
its resources so as to supply “all the members of the public who require its 
service as a wholesaler within the Pacific Northwest and who desire and are 
willing to enter into contracts to purchase their net wholesale power require- 
ments from the Corporation.” With this responsibility the Corporation has 
the authority to exchange power, to lease or to condemn facilities. It is naive 
to fancy that the Corporation would not use those powers as it deemed neces- 
sary to discharge its responsibilities. Furthermore, the assumption of respon- 
sibility in the power field could not long persist without the Corporation as- 
suming responsibility in other fields—flood control, irrigation, etc. They are 
all interrelated. 

It should be noted that Congress has steadfastly refused to authorize assump- 
tion of public-utility responsibility at Federal level, except for TVA. Such 
responsibility can probably be regarded as the criterion of an authority, in any 
ease such attribute of authority cannot be exercised without complete com- 
bination of power production and distribution. 

Inherent in this domination is the ability to promote or to withhold develop- 
ment of industries, of areas, of political subdivisions, according to the dictates 
of the Corporation. 

FEDERALIZATION 


It is in this field of domination that the Farm Bureau is most seriously con- 
cerned. The concentration of great power, even for benevolent purposes, creates 
a grave danger. There it is, in one package, an irresistible temptation for a 
political adventurer. The Founding Fathers had that feeling when they divided 
the powers of government three ways for purposes of checks and balances. 
And they reserved to the States, respectively, or to the people those powers not 
specifically delegated to the United States. 

We have recently been witnessing a sad erosion of the powers and the rights 
of the States under various Supreme Court decisions and the conclusions that 
the Department of Justice derived therefrom. To mention a few: The Appala- 
chian Power case on the New River in Virginia, the Pelton Dam case on the 
Deschutes, the actions of the Department of Justice in seeking to abrogate the 
long-established water rights of the citizens of the Santa Margarita Valley in 
California, and the Hawthorne case in Nevada. The doctrine of Federal su- 
premacy was well summarized by U.S. District Judge Ross in the latter ease, 
to the effect that Federal agencies need not respect State laws—‘“bend the 
knee to this type of State law and regulation” as he phrased it. 

Those cases are all in the field of water resources. There are parallel cases 
in the field of civil rights, such as the Steve Nelson case in Pennsylvania, and 
in the field of labor relations. They add up to a doctrine under which Federal 
agencies, once regarded as the servants of the people, now are becoming masters. 

The legislative branch has not redressed the balance, has not been effectively 
ealled upon by the people to do so. Therefore, we must accept for the present 
at least that doctrine. But we may and we must oppose inviting another Fed- 
eral agency into our area to further regulate our activities. 

The bill before us attempts to set up an agency responsive to the needs and 
wishes of the people of the area and respectful of the State laws. However, it 
contains not one item that compels such responsiveness or respect. Nor can it, 
under the Federal supremacy doctrine. 

It must be admitted that Federal encroachment has been encouraged, has 
been invited, by certain segments of the citizenry; and that inertia, preoccupa- 
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tion with local affairs, increasing dependence on Federal grants, has provided a 
favorable climate for this type of solution for our pressing problems. 

The Farm Bureau affirms that basinwide planning for river development 
should involve the participation of the Federal Government as well as the States 
of the basic. But such participation does not extend to preemption of the 
developmental responsibilities of local agencies. 


SUMMARY 


To summarize, the Oregon Farm Bureau Federation opposes this bill, regard- 
less of its benevolent purpose. In that it perpetuates and aggravates a provi- 
sion of the Bonneville Power Act that is hurtful to the interests of Oregon, it sets 
up a Federal agency with authority to dominate the electrical field and hence 
the industry of the Northwest, and its accentuates the encroachment of the 
Federal Government into areas of responsibility of State and local agencies. 


STATEMENT OF R. E. KERR, CHAIRMAN, OREGON FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION NATURAL RESOURCE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Kerr. I might say that we have in this State at the present 
time in general a very satisfactory arrangement with private power 
and public power available as we choose it. The preference clause 
denies us that choice. 

Now, this matter here is a very important point, the matter of the 
State public utility responsibility. It has been completely disre- 
garded in all the discussions. Actually, in Oregon, all privately 
owned utilities are regulated by the public utilities commission. 
Without the commission’s approval, they may not issues securities, 
combine, move into new service areas, change their rates, discontinue 
service except for cause, and they are required to furnish adequate 
and dependable service at the lowest possible cost. Their books are 
constantly open for inspection of the PUC. 

Under similar laws, the people in California seem to feel safe from 
abuses of private power monopolies. Now, that’s something that is 
generally disregarded, the fact that they are now free from any 
ds anger of power monopoly by private companies or any other users, 
and the Commission has ample excuse for intervening at any time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Kerr. At the bottom of page 
2, you have reference to section 4. What section 4? 

Mr. Kerr. Section 4 of the new draft, which we have here—oh, 
no—my error. Section 4 of the basic Bonneville Project Act. 

Senator Nevsercer. [ wondered what you were referring to. You 
were referring to section 4 of the Bonneville Act. I don’t have the 
Bonneville Act before me. Is that the public power preference 
clause ? 

Mr. Kerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, I want you to know that I didn’t draft 
that. I had nothing to do with that. I doubt if I was even a voter 
then, or certainly hadn’t been a voter but for only a very short time, 
but it’s been my memory that Senator McNary from this State was 
the sponsor of this Bonneville Act that included section 4. That’s 
a rather strong attribute for you to ascribe to him, don’t you think, 
considering his rather mildness and moderate : approach to politics? 
If I’m not “mistaken, he was the Republican leader in the U.S. Senate 
at that time. 


Mr. Kerr. He was. I doubt very much if he read the fine print. 
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Senator Neupercer. You mean Senator McNary introduced a bill 
that he was not familiar with and sponsored it ? 

Mr. Kerr. I’m sure that he was quite familiar with it, and if you 
will read it, it says “unexceptionable,” and I shall read it again: 

In order to insure that the facilities for the generation of electric energy at 
the Bonneville project shall be operated for the benefit of the general public and 
particularly of domestic and rural consumers, the Administrator shall at all 
times give preference and priority to public bodies and cooperatives. 

It sounds like it was for the general public. The point ’'m making 
is that it did not accrue to the general public, at least in our State. 
Only 16 percent of them get the benefits. 

Senator Nevpercer. You're aware of the fact that in the committee 
print, which is before us, that we have made an effort to modify that 
to sufficient degree so that no one State, because it has an abundance 
of public agencies, can monopolize the power from the Corporation ? 
You’re aware of that, aren’t you? 

Mr. Kerr. I’m aware that the attempt was made, but under the type 
of organization set up to administer it, it seems to me it is still left to 
the interpretation of the Corporation to determine to what extent 
and in what direction that monopoly should be, and it still would not 
erase the preference act under which we are now. 

Senator Nevpercer. You recognize, Mr. Kerr, that the people have 
to make all governmental decisions ? 

Mr. Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Neuserkcer. Do you mean to tell me you don’t have con- 
fidence in a Board and an Administrator that will be appointed by 
the President of the United States with the advice and consent of the 
U.S. Senate, to administer this particular provision fairly and with 
judicious temperament and fairness ? 

Mr. Kerr. I don’t mean that he would maliciously warp it, but take 
the case of the Federal Power Commission, for instance. There was 
rather bitter criticism of their decisions in exercising their judgment. 
I believe it’s something, when you launch it, you have to leave it to 
the interpretation of the people that are handling it. 

Senator Nevsercer. Well, this amazed me, in your whole testimony 
on this preference clause, which goes back and by implication cer- 
tainly very severely criticizes the people who originally sponsored it, 
and most of whom are now dead, or certainly passed from public life, 
yet you make no reference at all to what I think is a very conscientious 
effort contained in this committee print to keep the preference clause 
from operating to the overwhelming benefit of one State and to the 
detriment of the other States, and I believe we made a very con- 
scientious effort to see to it in this committee print that no one State, 
because it has the bulk of the public agencies in the Northwest, can 
monopolize the power. 

Mr. Kerr. I did not intend to infer that this was a useless gesture, 
but that it failed to solve the problem that we really face in this State 
in view of the fact that a great proportion of our power, particularly 
in our industrial area, is provided by power companiies that are private 
power companies, and the preference clause affects them very, very 
seriously. 

Senator Nevsercer. Yes, but you are aware of the fact that, if the 
Administrator should decide that the State of Washington were 
monopolizing the power and that Oregon was not getting a fair share, 
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the energy which he would withdraw from Washington and return 
to Oregon, then, would certainly be purchased in very substantial 
measure by the very private utilities to which you refer. 

Mr. Kerr. Would that be possible for them to do that in case there 
was any shortage? I just talked to Dr. Pearl and in his estimate 
there is 7 years’ ample supply. Well, 7 years is a short time for a 

peepee ation. When you get to that point, with corporations coming 
1, they have to look into that, look ahead. T hen the question would 
come, °W ell, we'll have to go toa higher power.” 

Senator Nrupercer. I’m getting confused now because we had a 
great deal of extensive testimony this morning that there is no more 
shortage i in this region. Now, you say Dr. Pearl says there’s going to 
be a short tage in 7 years. 

Mr. Kerr. We asked him that particularly, to clarify us on that 
particular matter, and whether we say 7, or whether we say 10, it is 
no question but what the demands will a ppr oach the supply. 

Senator Neupercer. The only point I want to make—I don’t want to 
detain you any longer—is that I’m sorry, inasmuch as you discussed the 
preference clause at such length, that you didn’t give some discussion 
to the conscientious effort which we made to modify it to be fair to all 
States. 

Mr. Kerr. Well, I really apologize for any neglect in that respect. 

Mr. Mares. I just wanted to straighten one thing out, Mr. Kerr. 
You didn’t mean to imply or to state that anyone in Oregon—any 
member of the general public has been hurt by the preference clause 
to date, did you ? 

Mr. Kerr. Not materially, but prospectively in diverting industries 
on account of the uncertain power condition. Some of them might 
not choose to accept that hazard. Then they go to California or 
some other place where the hazard doesn’t exist. It is a hazard now. 
That is a very definite matter that has been recognized in one fashion 
or another. 

Mr. Marrs. You mean a withdrawal of industry ? 

Mr. Kerr. No, not withdrawal. The original industries have 
remained and have not been hurt. I mean with other industries in 
looking over the prospect of production, one of the most logical places 
is this area down the Willamette from Oregon City down, but that is 
served by private company with less hazard implicit in it. That is 
my thinking. 

Mr. Marrs. Do you mean this is caused by the preference clause? 

Mr. Kerr. One of the elements. There are a number of other 
things in there, but the PGE supplies that area. 

Senator Neusercer. I just want to explain one thing to you about 
the preference clause because it seems to me that we have to deal 
with realities. A number of modifications have been made in the 
public power preference clause as between one State and another 
State in recent years. You understand what I mean. For example, 
the Priest Rapids Act deauthorized that as a Federal project and 
withdrew that particular supply of energy from the Federal prefer- 
ence system. At Hungry Horse, the preferenc e clause has been mod- 
ified to the effect that definite reservation of power is made for the 
State of Montana. In the proposed Hells Canyon bill, which did 


not, become law, there was a reservation proposed for the State of 
Idaho. 











758 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


In the matter brought up by Mr. Moulton early this morning, on 
the Missouri River in the State of South Dakota, there is 50 percent 
of the power from those projects reserved to the State of South 
Dakota, but in every one of those reservations, if I’m not mistaken, 
the public power preference clause still operates within those in- 
dividual States. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Movtron. Only one, the Big Bend Dam in South Dakota, has 
a reservation clause. 

Senator Nevupercer. But the public power preference clause oper- 
ates within South Dakota, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Movtrton. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. And the public preference clause operates 
within Montana as to the Hungry Horse Reservation. Now, if ’m 
not mistaken, Mr. Delzell of Portland General Electric Co. testified 
before our committee in June, and I think he said he was reconciled 
to that fact, that if there was an assurance for the State of Oregon, 
one way or another, that there was an adequate supply of Federal 
power in the State, he would take his chance on the operation of 
the preference clause as between customers within the particular 
State. I don’t have Mr. Delzell’s exact testimony here. It’s in the 
volume and can be checked, but I think he said that. 

Now, for us to talk about a modification that the Congress of the 
United States has never made in all its history seems to me some- 
thing that’s unrealistic, and we have tried in this bill to make a rea- 
sonable modification of the preference clause that might have a chance 
of adoption by the Congress with general agreement in the region. 

Again, I ask you if you would and the members of your organiza- 
tion study it as carefully as you can and perhaps write us some 
supplemental testimony later on after you’ve studied that. 

Mr. Kerr. There is one paragraph here which takes care of that. 
At the convention, they recommended that the preference clause be 
amended to read, ae preference and priority to public bodies, co- 
operatives, and privately owned agencies operating under an adequate 
State public utility responsibility law.” Add it to those, and we 
have sufficient protection now. If any State does not have a public- 
utility responsibility law, all right, but from the standpoint of the 
public, the general public, for whom the benefits were intended, it 
doesn’t operate now, and this was their recommendation. 

As to those other cases you mentioned, do they have a recapture 
clause in there, that any time a public utility company may have 
power allotted to private utility companies and have it recaptured 
for them? 

Senator Nevusercer. I think the Bonneville preference clause is the 
only one that has any recapture clause, if I’m not mistaken. Do you 
know about that ? 

Mr. Sneep. Yes. 

Mr. Kerr. That was my understanding, and it seems to me that the 
Farm Bureau Federation has supported the priority, but not a con- 
tinuing one. 

Senator Neugercer. If I’m not mistaken, and Colonel Sneed can 
check me, I think the Bonneville preference clause is the only one 
that has a recapture clause. 

Mr. Kerr. That is in the opinion of the Farm Bureau the serious 
implication in it, and we considered it only after studying abuses 
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that a private power company might do, that they were taken care 
of by our public-utility responsibility laws and have adequate sur- 
veillance under the public utilities commissioner. It seems to me as 
far as the consumers that they were protected. 

Senator Nrunercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Kerr. 

Mr. Kerr. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Senator Nrupercrr. The next witness is Mr. Vince Cleaveland, 
president of the Northwest Public Power Association. 

Just one moment, Mr. Cleaveland. Mr. Moulton has some clarifica- 
tion on the Big Bend preference clause as adopted and as it operates 
under the Case amendment, and I wish Mr. Moulton, Senator Case’s 
assistant, would clarify that because he’s much more familiar with it 
than anybody else here. 

Mr. Movtron. Under the Big Bend power reservation clause, 
power will be distributed within the State in keeping with the pro- 
visions of the preference clause of the 1944 Flood Control Act. Al- 
though there is no recapture clause in the 1958 act, it is clearly the 
intent of Congress that it operate so that the power can be recaptured 
by public utilities even though it has been sold to private utilities. 

Mr. Kerr. That’s provided in the 1944 Flood Control Act ? 

Mr. Moutron. No, in the 1958 act. 

Mr. Kerr. I wasn’t aware of that. 

Mr. Mouton. I think the original preference clause is section 5 
in the 1944 act. In the 1958 act it is cited as 58 Statutes 890. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Moulton, for clari- 
fying that. I’m very pleased you're here to inform us on these things. 

Mr. Cleaveland, won’t you go ahead? I am going to make the same 
suggestion to you that I made to Mr. Smith and Mr. Kerr if I may, 
because your testimony is rather extensive, that you paraphrase it and 
select such portions as you wish to emphasize, and the entire text will 
appear in the record. 

Mr. CLEAVELAND. Senator, this takes 12 minutes, please. 

Senator NeuBerGER. Fine. 


STATEMENT OF VINCENT M. CLEAVELAND, PRESIDENT, 
NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CLEAvELAND. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Vincent M. Cleaveland. I am a professional electrical engi- 
neer licensed in the State of Washington. I am manager of the Clark 
County Public Utility District which provides electricity to the people 
of Clark County totaling about 100,000 population. 

I also serve as president of the Northwest Public Power Association, 
and as a director of the American Public Power Association. 

On behalf of the public and cooperative electric systems which make 
up the Northwest Public Power Association I wish to express apprecia- 
tion to the Senate Public Works Committee for the very fine hearings 
which were held in Washington, D.C., last May. We appreciate the 
excellent revision of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
by the committee staff. Today we are pleased for the opportunity of 
review offered by the hearings here in the region. 

Especially we want to thank the chairman of this subcommittee, 
Senator Richard L. Neuberger, for his keen interest in this bill. 
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Although the idea of a public regional Corporation dates back at 
least to 1935, the present draft of legislation is the outgrowth of a reso- 
lution adopted by the Northwest Public Power Association at Tacoma 
in April 1954. 

During the past 4% years we have prepared 7 drafts and have 
circulated almost 20,000 copies and have received over a thousand com- 
ments and suggestions. Although the present revised draft was pre- 
pared by the staff of the committee, we have continued to be active 
participants in the decisions made. 

As recently as November 14 the board of trustees of the Northwest 
Public Power Association again endorsed the regional Corporation 
bill in principle. 

I think that this bill, as revised, will eliminate misunderstanding 
and aside from minor editorial polishing i is ready for serious consid- 
eration by the 86th Congress. 

I respectfully urge that the Senate Public Works Committee recom- 
mend the enactment of the bill. 

The testimony which follows has been compressed in view of the fact 
that the Northwest Public Power Association witnesses have already 
submitted about 200 pages of testimony at the previous hearing. T his 
revised bill accommodates itself to the suggestions received, making it 
a simpler and more widely acceptable draft of legislation. 

Within the field of wholesale electric power supply for the Pacific 
Northwest the purpose of this Corporation is to do those things that 
would otherwise not get done. 

It defines how the Government will conduct its wholesale power 
business in the Pacific Northwest. It emphasizes the public-utility 
responsibility, which clause appears at page 21 of the bill. The im- 
provement in financing provisions and the provisions for better admin- 
istration will implement and facilitate the carrying out of the public- 
utility responsibility for an adequate supply of power and to insure 
that the power will be at the low est possible cost. 

The low-cost power we envision is essential to the agricultural, 
industrial, and other economic growth of the Pacific Northwest. We 
also visualize the power aspects of the multiple-purpose projects as 
being the chief factor which makes feasible the other multiple 
purposes. 

The bill changes the Bonneville Power Administration into a Fed- 
eral Corporation for better administration and financing to insure that 
the region will enjoy the benefits of an ample supply of low-cost power. 
The need for an amendment to the Bonneville Act is explained in the 
following paragraphs which are based upon my experience and 
observations. 

OUR CONCERN OVER WHOLESALE POWER 


The economy of modern society has its roots in its energy source. 
People rightfully assume electric service will be available at any time, 
in any amount at a price not in excess of that in competing regions. 
The availability should be adequate not only for existing customers, 
but for new customers who might wish to settle in the area. Without 
such a supply existing business cannot operate. Without such a sup- 
ply of electrical energy a region cannot grow, flourish, or progress. 

During the last 3 years my utility, the Clark County Public Utility 
District, paid into the U.S. Treasury on account of power purchases 
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$1,436,000, $1,611,000, and $1,655,000. During the next 3 years our 
power pill should exceed $5 million for the entire 3-year period. Our 
rate of growth is almost 10 percent per year. 

The 75 public and cooperative power distribution systems which 
purchase power from the Bonneville Power Administration paid into 
the U.S. Treasury for the year ending June 30, 1958, the amount of 
$23,800,000. The annual power bill of our group of consumer-owned 
utilities appears to be going up at about $2 million per year. 


OUR CONCERN OVER THE PRICE OF POWER 


There are two ways to solve a power shortage. Supply the market 
or raise the price. 

The price of power is all important. We can price ourselves out of 
the industrial market and prolong the depression. The Corporation 
should supply the full demands of the market at the lowest possible 
cost. 

This was done at the outset by the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion. World War II occurred and suddenly we had indisputable need 
for the power supply that some said never could be used. Following 
the war the same people said we would not have need in peacetime for 
the power available. The region had cheap power to sell. Between 
; 1946 and 1950 it was sold and an era of prosperity resulted that has not 
| been experienced before or since, 
| Suddenly as if this prosperity could not be tolerated, we were told 
that we needed a partnership philosophy, that we could develop the 
power resources better ourselves. We then embarked upon the second 
method of solving our power shortage situation; namely, raising the 
price of power. 

Our wholesale rates have not yet been raised by the Bonneville Power 
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: Administration, but the subject is under discussion. The point I wish 
to make is the partnership policy has produced a group of private 

: dams, the wholesale cost of porte from which is generally 6 mills. 
The new partnership philosophy at Hells Canyon traded 2.8-mill power 


(to quote Examiner Costello of the Federal Power Commission) for 
' 6-mill power. That was a bad bargain for the Nation. Partnership 
power is high priced, Thus the Northwest will become the paying 
victim as the 6-mill power from the various partnership dams is 


: pumped into the transmission system. 
: The welfare of owr economy is dependent not only on an adequate 
, supply of power but also power that is low in cost. 


AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF LOW-COST POWER MEANS JOBS 


I would like to quote a statement made in our Clark County Public 
Utiilty District annual report for 1952, which carried the title “Power 
for Jobs” 

“The Pacific Northwest, with no important coal, gas, or oil deposits 
must depend on the low “cost hydroelectric energy potential of the 
t Columbia for its power for the future and for its pull on new industry. 
Since 1940 Northwest plants and factories, powered by cheap hydro- 
electric power, have produced products worth nearly a billion and a 
7 half dollars, more than three time the current investment of the Fed- 
. eral Government in the Columbia River power system. In addition, 
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the electroprocess plants have invested about $300 million in plant 
equipment. Since 1940 these investments have paid an estimated $73 
million in Federal income taxes, and also city, State, and county taxes 
amounting to over $8.6 million. Payrolls in these plants have totaled 
over $200 million. 

“Tocay the Pacific Northwest supplies nearly 40 percent of the 
Nation’s aluminum. With the construction of fabrication plants and 
the establishment of diversified industry our children will inherit 
homes in the light metals center of America 

Our hope for the continuation of our low-cost electric rates is 
endangered by 6-mill power from the partnership dams under con- 
struction and as we hear talk of the need for raising Bonneville Power 
Administration rates, even though they have $100 million surplus in 
their payout schedule. 

We are confronted by an administrative philosophy on the part of 
our Government that opposes the sale of power to new industries. This 
point of view is reflected in the contracts Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration has made with the private power companies, contracts in which 
the Bonneville Power Administration has signed away its birthright 
to bring new industry into the region, the very right that contributed 
so much to the prosperity of our Northwest region following World 
War II. Our previous testimony on 8S. 3114 includes a detailed 
memorandum on these anti-industry contracts at pages 123-127 of the 
hearings. The bill plows around these anti-industry contracts by 
means of the very good provision at page 41 of the bill : at lines 10 to 17, 

This opposition to new industry is also reflected in the abandonment 
of plans for the Bonneville Power Administration tieline with Cali- 
fornia. With that line in operation today the Bonneville Power 
Administration would not be operating in the red. 

From first hand observation I have seen industry in Clark County 
shut down due to power shortages, and men put out of work only a few 
months ago. We all have witnessed the power shortage of the North- 
west region being advertised so thoroughly and widely so as to dis- 
courage new industry from considering our area. Even industry that 
is here is denied power for expansion, even denied extension of exist- 
ing contracts for the amount of power they are now using. This 
condition is not good for our economy. Again, the roots of a sound 
economy depend on an adequate energy source. 


THE IMPELLING NEEDS OF DEFENSE 


We consider an adequate supply of electric power as a critical ele- 
ment in the national defense. The present nationwide power shortage 
is indication of military weakness and unpreparedness. In the recent 
war, the strength of our enemies and of our allies was largely in propor- 
tion to their supply of electric energy. 

We note that our War Production Board translated large military 
orders into electric power demand and then ordered the building of 
defense plants in areas where electric energy either was available or 
could be made available. The Board regarded power supply as more 
important than any other production factor except manpower. Under 
the War Production Board we installed the remaining Bonneville Dam 
generators and diverted two Shasta Dam generators to Grand Coulee. 
This was done for increased war production. We believe this Nation, 
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strictly from concern for national defense, should always have a reserve 
of at least 15 percent above peak loads. We deplore the lack of a 
national military policy providing for adequate power supply. 


CONCLUSION 


The key to an expanding economy is the development of a strong 
energy base. ‘This goal is achieved by enabling the Bonneville Power 
Administration to have the flexibility and businesslike procedures of a 
Federal Corporation, and secondly by improving the financing of dams 
and other power facilities through the use of its own revenues and the 
issuance of electric revenue bonds. 

The Corporation needs no subsidy from the taxpayer. It will bor- 
row from the U.S. Treasury and repay the money together with the 
actual interest cost on Federal borrowings. The key to low-cost power 
is low-cost money. 

We believe that enactment of this bill will be in the best public 
interest. 

I therefore respectfully recommend that Congress enact this legisla- 
tion. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Cleaveland. 

Mr. Cipavetanp. I have testimony of several others that I would 
like to submit if I may, please. I have one from Colonel Bessey. I 
don’t intend to read this. 

Senator Neupercer. The additional testimony will appear in the 
hearing record. 

Mr. Creavetanp. One from George Tate of Marion County; one 
from A. R. Teater of Redmond; one from Edmund G. Roediger of 
Vernonia. 

I would like to conclude my testimony, Senator, by offering the aid 

of Mr. Gus Norwood, who has done most of the w ork on this bill in our 
behalf and is very ‘familiar with its provisions. Mr. Norwood is 
planning to attend each of the four hearings and present a statement 
at the last one in Kalispell. However, he’s available to help you in 
any way you wish. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neupercer. T hank you very much, Mr. Cleaveland. We’re 
grateful for Mr. Norwood’s help, and we’re grateful for the help of 
anybody else who wishes to offer suggestions. 

(The complete statements of Messrs. Bessey, Tate, Teater, and 


Roediger follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Roy F. Bessey, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSULTANT, PORTLAND, OREG. 


RESEARCH AND PLANNING—“DEVELOPMENTAL”—FUNCTIONS IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


The following statement, relating to the important place of research and 
planning functions in the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation 
and its operations, is intended to supplement my earlier and more general 
statement included in the report on Washington hearings on S. 3114 and S. 
2206. 

Further discussion of these creative, developmental functions of a regional 
corporation—with their wide and long-term effects upon growth in strength and 
well-being of both the region and the Nation—seems to be pertinent at this 
time. 


2 Bonneville Project Act Amendments of 1958, hearings of May 21, 22, 23, and June 
5, 1958, pp. 147-157. 
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Purpose 


It is my intention to stress the significance and importance of the provisions 
of the proposed act that have to do with developmental purposes, that is: 

“* * * the fullest practicable comprehensive development and conservation of 
the resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries, strengthening the na- 
tional defense and promoting the general economic welfare of the Pacific North- 
west and the Nation * * *”. 

“* * * the widest possible use of all electric energy * * *,”’ the prevention of 
“monopolization thereof by limited groups * * *,’’ and the promotion of “diver- 
sified economic and industrial development of the several States in the Pacific 
Northwest.” 

The preparation and submission “to the President and the Congress annually 
an advance program for the construction of such power facilities as will permit 
it to meet its responsibilities * * *”’. 

The purposes of regional and national development and security require that 
there be a strong body of research and planning behind an implementing pro- 
gram. They require also that such a program fit, as an integral part, in a 
larger plan of development and use of the natural and economic resources of the 
river basin. 


Recommendation 


I would, accordingly, strongly urge that—in formulating the objectives, au- 
thorizations, policies, agenda, and organization of the corporation, as well as 
the covering language of the bill—very special attention be given to the needs 
and processes of research, general investigations and planning, programing, and 
progress review. 

More specifically, research and planning should be aimed in the positive and 
developmental directions broadly indicated in the bill and discussed below. 
For example: Engineering investigations should cover fields of electricity, trans- 
mission lines, substations, structures, and technical equipment—extending lines 
of inquiry that have made the Columbia River power system so outstanding, in 
many respects, among all the Nation’s systems. 

Economic investigations should cover, intensively, fields of utilization of 
electric energy, with the view of promotion of economic uses that would aid 
in resource utilization in the region, in employment expansion and stabilization 
(mitigating a high rate of seasonality), and in meeting the needs of growth— 
resuming and extending lines of activity formerly effective in BPA, as well 
as in TVA. 

Organization and management investigations should look to development 
of corporation organization patterns and procedures going beyond ordinary 
standards, and, in effect, tailormade to the needs and resources of the region 
and the operations of the corporation. 

The language of the bill should recognize the needs and opportunities and 
should permit and encourage corporation leadership in regional research and 
planning, with development of a strong nucleus within the corporate organiza- 
tion, and of cooperative arrangements for related investigations by other 
agencies, including Federal departments, the States, the colleges, and other 
institutions. 

It should be such as to permit accomplishment of the kinds of broad and very 
profitable studies carried out in the past by BPA and TVA in resources develop- 
ment, in industrial processes and locations, in regional and area analysis, and 
in other related fields. In some instances it may be desirable to provide for 
studies through experimental and pilot-plant stages. 

The authority for formulation of an advance program, particularly, should 
be broad enough to encompass the resource-development features—as water- 
in-the-river channels—closely related to power generation, and it should pro- 
vide for consideration of the essential basis of the program in needs-and-re- 
sources analysis and planning. 

The corporation will need the best of information and data, analysis, and 
planning if it is to perform its functions effectively and efficiently. This means, 
at the outset and in the whole process, objective, imaginative, and broadly 
based research and planning, with wide and effective cooperation. It means, 
in the end, greater benefits from the program at less cost. 


Discussion 

It is my desire to stress the significance and importance of work in these 
fields, of the benefits realized, and of financial and organizational arrangements 
to permit the application of intelligent and effective developmental effort. 





BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 765 


The vital place of the research and planning function is widely recognized 
both in private and publie affairs. In productive industry today’s research 
and planning activities bring the output and markets of tomorrow, and industry 
is ever ready to plow back earnings for the purpose. In government, they help 
to bring the development of basic services, the general product and income, and 
the living standards of tomorrow. Both kinds of benefit will accrue from the 
activities of the proposed public corporation, whose activities will partake both 
of material production and public service. 

In an organization like the proposed corporation, the research and planning 
organization would serve not only as intelligence center for the organization, pro- 
viding information and plans and alternatives for executive decisionmaking, but 
a center of interagency and public contact and coordination with respect to basic 
y data, plans, and programs. 





tc In the latter capacity it will be a significant aid in democratic government, 
widening participation and bringing the formation of policy and plans closer to 
t the popular aspirations and will. 
- From my own observation, it would be difficult to overemphasize the importance 
a of interagency and public contact, participation, and cooperation in research and 
e planning. This is not the easy road, but it is the best and most secure way to a 
strong and fully beneficial program. 
External relations and cooperation are notably more difficult for an organiza- 
- tion than its straight-line operations: An agency has to get out of a more or less 
s normal bureaucratic rut to achieve it. But the results are more than worth the 
™ effort: The participation and assent of the many are essential to the formation 
d of deep-rooted, widely understood plans, to publicly supported programs, and to 
truly regional and indigenous character in the corporation itself. 
d Overall, research and planning will have a great deal to do with the success 
: of the whole operation : In achieving optimum use of resources, with maximum and 
.. widely distributed net benefits; in strengthened regional and national economies 
A and rising living levels; as well as in financial soundness and in payout. 
- In the interest of future returns—and on the basis of current returns from 
earlier research and planning by the Bonneville Power Administration and 
f earlier and associated regional planning agencies, the new corporation should 
d devote the required minor fraction of its earnings to these developmental pur- 
poses. 
” The research and planning element of the corporate organization will have to 
il be highly capable and it will have to be highly cooperative. It must command 
the respect of the agencis responsible for various sectors in resources and develop- 
it mental planning and wide public respect as well. It must be accepted as broad 
nw and disinterested in its outlook. It must be oriented to the overall and several 
- individual uses of the river’s resources—not only to power—and it should be 
established, and it must earn recognition, on such a basis. 
d In this whole connection of planning function and organization, I would suggest 
d further reference to the views of Charles McKinley in his statement in the hear- 
.- ings referred to.’ 
rT THE RESEARCH FUNCTION 
= Recommendation 
The research program of the corporation is a matter of fundamental economic 
‘y and social importance to the region and Nation. It will be, moreover, an invest- 
D- ment returning financial dividends to the Corporation. Very directly, a good 
id program will pay off both in widened market development and power sales and 
or in efficiency and economy of design, construction, and operation of the hy- 
draulic-electric river-system improvement. More indirectly its benefits will be 
ld far reaching in general economic development. 
r- This activity—now below reasonable and prudent levels in the river system and 
0- power development of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation generally—could well 
e- be stepped up on the basis of the best experience in Canada, Sweden, and the 


U.S.S.R., for example. 

A strong research function and setup is urged. 
Discussion 

The values of research are widely and increasingly recognized in this scientific 
age. This applies both to “directed” and “pure” research in the physical and so- 
cial sciences and to private and public affairs. The results of research in rising 
material production and material well-being are apparent. The benefits from 


428, 


2Ibid., pp. 144-146. 
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active research programs have been accumulated in more or less sought-after 
ways, but also, and very significantly, in the inevitable unexpected and unpredict- 
able ways. 

There is need in the United States for a broadened base and an enhanced 
degree of coordination of basic research. In this broadening, there is need for 
further development of the fundamental sciences of river basin development. For 
sufficient positive reasons, related to obvious benefits, we should deepen and ex- 
tend our scientific efforts in the sphere of water and power development and use. 

A further, competitive reason for such efforts lies in an ever-mounting Soviet 
challenge. Senate committees have already taken note of the progress of the 
U.S.S.R. in a river development which includes very extensive scientific explora- 
tion under both the Academy of Sciences and the operating agencies.’ 

A Columbia River Development Corporation will be very deeply concerned 
with a number of areas of research in the general sphere of river basin develop- 
ment. For example, it should be concerned as participant, cooperator, and user 
of research in: 

The engineering of river and power development— its hydraulics, its electric 
generation and transmissions, et cetera—for example, in very high voltage trans- 
mission lines, is an area in which several European nations lead. 

The engineering and economics of power utilization. 

The biology and engineering of fish conservation. 

The overall engineering and economics of river system development, and hy- 
draulic-electric integration, et cetera. The operating methods and techniques. 

The cost and benefit analysis of river basin projects and programs, and its 
engineering, economic, and social basis. 

Regional science—regionalism and regional factors, regional development, the 
integration of river system and power development in the economy for optimum 
benefit. 

Of course, it will not be necessary or desirable for the corporation to undertake 
the bulk of such research itself. But it should keep abreast across the board. It 
should pay particularly close attention to and should support river basin engi- 
neering investigations of the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation and 
the fishery research of the biological and engineering agencies concerned. 

Similarly, it should support coordinated research in other water, land, and 
material resources fields. In certain fields, such as power transmission and use, 
industrial location, and regional analysis, it should play the leading and major 
part. It should cooperate in and support a wide range of research pertinent 
to its productive operation by various public and private institutions, at both 
regional and national levels, 

Leadership and financial support for research by the colleges—in such fields 
as electricity, fish passage and propagation, material resources, economic devel- 
opment, administration, and other academic areas—should be fruitful in this 
connection. At the national level cooperation in an extended National Science 
Foundation program would be especially promising. 

Regionally, the corporation might provide a center or clearinghouse for re- 
search in river basin and regional economic development, and should work with 
other regional research councils, should they exist. The central purpose of a 
regional research clearinghouse or council would be to provide stimulation, 
leadership, exchange of data and findings, and correlation in that field, with 
stress upon the overall, combined, and interrelated aspects of regional needs 
and resources, and upon an integrated, interdisciplinary, and scientific approach 
to the solution of regional problems. 


THE PLANNING AND PROGRAMING FUNCTION 
Recommendation 


The planning and programing function can hardly be overstressed. The lack 
of fully comprehensive river basin planning and programing has cost the region 
dearly in the past—in a development that has tended to lag behind needs, in a 
development that has been unbalanced by a lag in provision of complementary 
and necessary upstream storage behind that of mainstem run-of-river projects, 
in an unwarranted increase in low-value secondary power in relation to firm 





_ * Committee prints and hearings, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on 

Relationships of River and Related Water Resource Development Programs of United 
States, Soviet Russia, and (Red) China”: also, V. V. Zvonkov, Technical Sciences Section, 
Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R., “Integrated Water Resources Development in the 
River Basins of the U.S.S.R., 1957.” 
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power, in a waste of billions of kilowatt-hours annually over spillways, in a 
serious loss of potential power sales, and in a general slowing down of regional 
economic development and output. Renewed effort in river basin planning and 
programing, as well as in research, is needed to reverse a trend of recent years 
and to get back on a progressive track. 

The present practices are generally limited and static and lacking in com- 
prehensiveness, purposefulness, and dynamic quality. The corporation should 
penefit from the best—the broadest, most imaginative, and scientific and the 
most cooperative and highly integrated—planning and programing methods in 
use elsewhere. Something might be gained, for example, from practice and 
experience in TVA in the United States, in Ontario’s Hydroelectric Commission 
in Canada, as well as in Great Britain, Sweden, U.S.S.R., or anywhere that 
scientific and technical progress can be applied effectively to our own develop- 
mental purposes under our own political and economic purposes, needs, and 
standards. 

A strong planning and programing staff function, encompassing the broad field 
of river basin development, is recommended in conjunction with the basie 
research activity. 


Discussion 


The advance program requirement, coupled with the broad developmental 
objectives noted, is a very significant and promising feature of the proposed 
legislation. However, it should be, in reality and in effect, much more than a 
power-generation schedule. 

In a paper referred to in my earlier testimony, I endeavored to summarize 
my view. of the scope, problems, and opportunities of planning and development 
in the Columbia Basin.‘ 

A responsible and effective center of planning and programing for river 
system, power, and general development is essential in such a river basin as 
the Columbia, as Mr. McKinley and I have both tried to bring out. 

With respect to planting, programing, and budgeting of the highly interde- 
pendent programs and projects that have to do with the development and 
control of water ‘in the river channel, the need for integration is imperative. 

Broadly, the planning and programing functions relate to: 

Basic research and data—geographic, demographic, physical, economic, and 
social, etc., relating to resources and development. 

Analyses of needs and resources, of application of resources to needs, of output 
and utilization, of marketing. 

Generalized guiding plan for optimum, ultimate development of all of the 
river’s resources, for all multiple beneficial uses, without regard to present feasi- 
bility or to timing of development and use. 

Alternative plans and projects, within the full development scheme, their 
cost and benefit analyses, and their priorities, for development in the immediate 
years and decades to meet expanding needs. 

Program formulation—specific works, improvements and program in estimate 
and time-schedule form, revised annually, to cover the immediately ensuing 
period of not less than 6 years. 

Budget submission—consolidated handling of budget for water in the river 
and power development and closely related items. 

Progress control—review of program progress and of effects, positive or 
negative, in the economy. 

In general, the successive and combined research, planning, and programing 
functions constitute an application of scientific method to river-basin develop- 
ment. 

Basic research and data provide the essential factual foundation. The 
analyses of needs and resources provide purpose, objectivity, and realism in 
the approach to a plan of action. The complete scheme as a background is 
necessary to quality and order in the more immediate plans, to the elimination 
of wastes, and to the full use of resources. 

The setting up of alternative plans is essential in the pursuit of the best 
plan and the well-weighed decision. The definite program and consolidated 
budget are essential to action suited, in output and time, to the needs and 
resources. Observation and control of progress are important in an indis- 
pensable followthrough to achieve the benefits sought. 


“Roy F. Bessey, “The Columbia River and Public Policy,” in Pacific Northwest Public 
Power Bulletin, May 1957. 
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With respect to water in the river and power at least, the above-mentioned 
functions should be within the control of the Corporation. Here, in the stages 
up to appropriation, are the greater hazards of separate planning, separate chan- 
nels to top administration, and to Congress, and separate channels in Congress, 
The handling of the steps up to appropriation will have the most to do with 
the accomplishment of projects that will fit together in features, timing, and 
results. Beyond that state are the, relatively, simpler or less deeply compli- 
cating matters of construction and progress control, operations, and maintenance, 

Comprehensive planning and programing of the kind visualized is not the 
rule for river basins, outside of the TVA jurisdiction. The Bonneville Power 
Administration did present annually, for a number of years, an advance program 
and a power generating schedule that met some of the needs. Never entirely 
adequate to the needs, this program has declined, in recent years, in scope and 
meaning. 

A well-thought-out and practical operation in combined, interagency pro- 
graming within a department was carried out by the Department of the 
Interior.® 

A departmental program staff and regional field committees were set up a 
decade ago to examine policies and programs with the objects of integration 
and internal consistency, full utilization of the Department’s powers for carrying 
out its responsibilities, appropriate relationship to policies and programs of 
other agencies of Government—external consistency—and consistency with cur- 
rent and prospective needs of the economy. Regionally, Departmentwide, long- 
range, consolidatde programs were developed and revised annually in terms 
of proposed activities and capital and annual costs. 

The field committees also served as centers of coordination and focal points 
for the Department in dealing with public and private agencies on departmental 
program matters. Similar procedures would be useful in the River Develop- 
ment Corporation itself, as well as in the major cooperating developmental de- 
partments in the region. 

In connection with planning, as well as with research, the job of the Cor- 
poration in the region should be considered as a key, rather than an all-in- 
elusive one. The Corporation should directly control planning and programing 
in the crucial water-in-the-river and power aspects, as already noted. It should 
provide a major center of development research and planning coordination, as 
also noted. 

But it would not obtrude within the internal planning spheres of other de- 
velopment agencies—Federal, State, or local, public or private. Corps of Engi- 
neers and Bureau of Reclamation, for example, would continue their compre- 
hensive investigations and planning, subject to the guidance of the general 
river basin plan to which they would have made their major contributions. 


ORGANIZATION FOR RESEARCH, PLANNING, AND PROGRAMING 


Recommendation 

Organization is a primary and major means to the ends of effective and profit- 
able research, planning, and programing. Enabling legislation should permit 
and encourage development of a high-level research, planning, and programing 
staff in the organizational setup. 

This organization should be custom-made for the Corporation’s particular job: 
It should be designed for the development of the essential facts and insights, 
analyses of policies, and course of action, for assistance to the advisory council 
in its counseling functions, and for aid to board and general manager in their 
decisionmaking in the realms of policy, control, plan and program, management 
and cooperation. 

A strong, well-placed and well-implemented research-planning-programing staff 
organization is urged. 


Discussion 

Views on the general problem of regional organization for research and de- 
velopment have been expressed by me in papers already referred to in these 
hearings.° 


_* See Alfred C, Wolf in Public Administration Review, vol. IX, 1949, No. 4, p. 282; 
Norman Wengert and John C. Honey in the same publication, vol. XIV, 1954, No. 3, p. 193. 

* Especially, Roy F, Bessey, “Needs and Alternatives in Regional Organization for an 
Integrated Development of Water Resources,” in Water Resources and Economic Develop- 
ment of the West, Report No. 4, Committee on the Economics of Water Resources Develop- 
ment of the Western Agricultural Economics Research Council, 1955. 
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Charles McKinley’s exhaustive study of Federal organization and management 
in the resources field in the Pacific Northwest will provide excellent background 
for further, more detailed study of organization and procedure.’ 

Out of the background of general experience and study of development organ- 
ization, I believe it would be desirable to pull out, as pertinent at this time, some 
points relating specifically to research and planning within a regional develop- 
ment Organization such as the proposed Corporation for the Columbia. 

The functions to be performed would be controlling in designing the organiza- 
tional arrangements in the area of the Corporation’s activity under consideration. 
These are research, planning, and programing functions, briefly described above. 
In connection with these functions, the vital element of intra- and inter-agency, 
intergovernmental, and public contacts and communications in policy and plan 
formation should be stressed. 

It should be emphasized also that the group of functions under consideration 
is largely a coordinative and facilitating one—one of general staff rather than 
line nature and responsibility. 

The place of research and planning in the general organizational structure, 
under the conditions, should be that of a division of top management—alongside 
of top fiscal, administrative, and personnel management divisions. The func- 
tions, relating to all departments, are not of the kind that could be effectively 
discharged within a line department. 

The special requirements of internal and external liaison in research and plan 
development will call for special relationships of the planning division both to 
the Corporation Board of Directors and to the General Manager or administra- 
tive head. The desired effectiveness may be attained, in part, by a service rela- 
tionship to the Board in its functions of general direction and of public and in- 
tergovernmental relations, and by a similar relationship to advisory council and 
technical advisory committees, of the Corporation. 

The organizational structure would also have to permit and foster a constant, 
cooperative external relationship between the planning division and conserva- 
tion and development agencies at the several levels of government, in educa- 
tional and research institutions, and in private industry. 

Various means—the advisory council and technical committees, formal and 
informal conferences, correspondence, formal and informal reviews of plans and 
programs, and so on—would be used to the end of the desirable harmony in 
conservation and development plans in the river basin. 


Conclusion 


In conclusion, it is believed that the enabling legislation for the Corporation 
should be broad enough in its purposes and its specific provisions to permit 
depth and flexibility in research, planning, and programing activity, in budget 
coordination, and in organizational arrangements therefore. 


THE CoLUMBIA RIVER AND PUBLIC POLICY 
(Address by Roy F. Bessey, Portland City Club, March 29, 1957) 


In this brief half hour, I would like to bring out some idea of what the river 
means, what it has done, and what it can do through its multiple uses in our 
economy and our civilization. Also, of what public concerns, responsibilities, 
and policies are, or should be, in insuring best use, for human good, of this vast, 
outstanding, and God-given asset. 


A TIME OF DECISION 


A large order. But I believe that the Columbia’s development is at a turning 
point—a time of opportunity and decision—and that the wider our view and 
understanding, the better our chance for progressive and beneficial action. 

At the outset, I would like to get on a fair ground of understanding with the 
audience. The view that I represent, broadly, is that of the theoreticians, the 
planners, the soothsayers, the idealists, the evangelists, in resources conserva- 
tion and development. Perhaps this is the “other side” from that of practical 
builders, operators, and businessmen. Nonetheless, I believe that the view 


_* Charles McKinley, “Uncle Sam in the Pacific Northwest—Federal Management of 
Natural Resources in the Columbia River Valley,” University of California Press, 1952. 
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presented is also realistic and pragmatic—rooted in consideration of cause and 
effect. 

I would like to stress my view that the development and use of the river and 
the public interest goes much deeper than public utility policy, deeper than 
political party ideology, and, certainly deeper than the slogans. It goes to 
matters of use of resources to meet inexorable needs, to the widening and 
strengthening of our economic base, to security, and to survival itself in the long 
run. It goes to policies that have evolved over the years out of sheer need and 
hard experience. 

BASIC PRINCIPLES 


The principles and policies that should govern the development of a river 
system deserve much more attention that we can give in the brief span of time 
here available. But those principles are quite well known—often practically 
axiomatic—and a reminder may suffice. 

The basic principles, as I see them, call for a basic objectivity in the use of our 
resources for national and regional, material and cultural, need—in land, water, 
energy, and raw materials, for productivity, for economic opportunity, wealth, 
and income, for health and welfare. In Pinchot’s lasting phrase—for “the use 
of the earth for the good of man.” 

The broad pattern of principles must recognize the essential unity of resources, 
the natural and technical relationships of each to all others, the interchangeabil- 
ity of resources, the interdependence of actions in one field and another, and the 
fact that combined and coordinated use has greater effect than the sum of indi- 
vidual uses. It must include the principles of conservation or husbandry—the 
sustained yield of renewable resources, the substitution of the plentiful for the 
searce, the minimization of waste. -It must include the principle of diffusion or 
distribution of the benefits of development—‘the greatest good for the greatest 
number for the longest time.” In this there must be consideration of indirect 
economic and social benefits as well as the direct and measurable economic 
returns. There is a subsidiary principle here of obtaining maximum public 
benefits from public expenditures, and, parenthetically, I believe that the public 
preference clauses of a long line of development acts have roots here. 

The pattern must include principles of regionalism—with recognition of the 
close association of resources, people, and environment, and with constant effort 
to safeguard and improve that environment. Very practically, this leads to the 
integrated consideration of river basins, economic areas, and regions in develop- 
ment planning and programing. 


REGIONAL ADMISTRATION 


Finally, in our too briefly sketched pattern of basic principles, we must con- 
sider that of good management—with clarity of objectives and responsibilities, 
and the desirable balance of centralized responsibility and control as to primary 
purposes and policies with decentralized administration or program development 
and operations. 

Although this is another story in itself, I would like to throw in here some 
slightly more specific principles or requirements for a Federal Columbia River 
development organization: It should be congressionally authorized, regional 
and regionally oriented and responsive, and autonomous and corporate, in con- 
cept and form. It should provide for unified regional planning, programing 
and budgeting, construction and operation, of Federal activities relating to 
control of water in the river channel and to power. 

It should provide for use of earnings—as through revenue bonds, for ex- 
ample—for operations, additions, and betterments. It should provide for close 
collaboration with other resource conservation and development programs, so 
as to insure coordination as to general scope, timing, and beneficial interaction. 
It should provide for collaboration with the States, with mutual advice ex- 
changed as to program formation and execution. The solution would not neces- 
sarily involve a single, all-inclusive development organization ; but an organiza- 
tion or organizational framework designed specifically to meet the conditions is 
a necessity. I would not care to stand for any one design at this time. There 
is more than one that I would settle for personally: For instance, the Federal 
river valley administration; or the special-purpose regional organization, such 
as the Federal Regional Power Corporation, together with accompanying ma- 
chinery for integrated planning, programing and budgeting of river system and 
river basin resources development. 
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HARMONIZED DEVELOPMENT 


Whatever the form of management organization, a principle of strong coopera- 
tion—particularly interagency cooperation—is essential in the full pattern. 
There are many responsibilities and programs to be harmonized if we are to 
enjoy the full benefits of river development. 

Some may question the standing of the principles so briefly outlined. It 
should be realized that they have evolved over a long period of years in our 
whole political economy. They appear in whole or part in documents too numer- 
ous to mention. They have deep roots in our constitutional structure—most 
notably in the welfare, security, commerce, and public-property provisions. They 
are strongly connected with the unfolding of our history, our social and eco- 
nomic philosophy, and the theory and practice of our natural and social sciences. 

They have taken increasingly clear form through our history—especially so 
over the past half century. They began to be apparent from the findings of 
John Wesley Powell as a result of his pioneer scientific explorations of our 
West in the latter 19th century. 

They began to take clear, integral and modern form after the turn of the 
century in the “new outlook” movement led by Gifford Pinchot and Theodore 
Roosevelt—especially in the findings of the latter’s conservation and waterways 
commissions and his messages to Congress. Some of them got a big boost in 
the river basin planning studies initiaited by Congress in the mid-1920’s, under 
the authority of a famous House Document 308. 

Application of some began, in terms of works of concrete, steel, and earth, with 
the Hoover Dam project in the latter twenties. That application was expanded, 
both in philosophy and works, with the depression and the Franklin Roosevelt 
New Deal, especially in the Tennessee and Columbia Valleys. 

The essentials are expressed in many statements, including those of the Na- 
tional Resources Board, and of presidential commissions on administrative man- 
agement, materials policy, and, especially, water resources policy. Expression 
is included in many congressional acts in various resources and developmental 
fields. 

Incidentally, some were very well expressed in the 1955 Oregon Water Resources 
Act. Recognition is wide among nonofficial groups concerned with conservation, 
geography, economics, sociology, political science, law, and other professional 
fields. 

HOOVER COM MISSION ATTACK 


I do not mean to imply that such principles have not been or are not now under 
attack. They are, however, rarely under direct attack as such. Everyone is for 
home, mother, and conservation. There is a frontal attack, or what amounts to 
that, on some of the principles in the reports of the 1955 Hoover Commission on 
Executive Branch Reorganization; there many of the principles would remain 
on the books but would be abrogated in practice and effect. They are under 
attack quite generally “in the breach”—through interests that give lip service 
but who interpret them with very wide latitude. 

As a final observation on the principles; I have found that the essential idea 
of unified river basin development for maximum public ‘benefit—quite- largely 
American in its origins—is now often more salable abroad than at home. The 
idea is going around the world—and I venture the hope that it will come back 
to us with new life and vigor on the round trip. 


PERSPECTIVE 


The Columbia has done much for the Pacific Northwest and will do much more— 
a great deal with mediocre management, and much beyond that with good objec- 
tives, good policy, and good management. 

This great river system is the outstanding feature of our regional environment. 
It has much to do with setting the physical limits of the Pacific Northwest. The 
basin’s natural resources and the river channels and valleys have set the pattern 
of development in the region. These are the very lifelines of the Pacific North- 
west. Our whole future depends to a very material extent upon how well we live 
with the river system, how well we accept its bounty, and how well we restrain its 
outbreaks. The situation, the need, and all logic call for full development of its 
combined potentials under the kind of principles I have tried to outline. 

It is a little short of criminal—at least a misdemeanor—to outline the Columbia 
potentials in the time here available, but I will try to suggest something of the 
perspective, as I see it. 
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THIRTY-FOUR MILLION KILOWATTS 


The river has given us, up to now, something like 9 million kilowatts of 
power capacity—going on 2 kilowatts for every person, and about twice as 
much per capita as is available in the country at large. Because our Columbia 
power is lowest in cost, however, we have power shortages in the midst of 
plenty, and we must press on with development at an accelerating rate. The 
river system can give us perhaps another 25 million kilowatts of capacity at 
gradually increasing cost. In going forward we are increasingly dependent 
upon the multiple-purpose principle—we must bring the river under increas- 
ingly strong harness through main control or regulating works. To quote the 
Army engineers: 

“A series of large, multiple-purpose dams and reservoirs, to be operated as 
a coordinated system, in conjunction with lower Columbia levees, to control 
main Columbia floods, to improve inland navigation, and to furnish the main 
part of the power requirements of the basin.” 

Such dams and powerplants, coupled with the run-of-river dams now rela- 
tively well advanced, will provide optimum economy in power development. 
In increasing proportion, however, it will be necessary to turn to thermal and 
nuclear power in a combined hydrothermal system in order to meet the total 
energy needs of a growing economy. 

The extraordinarily rapid growth of power use should be pegged: Where our 
regional population may increase by one-quarter in a decade, our product of 
goods and services would increase by more than half, while our electric power 
use would more than double. 

It is almost superfluous to say that the Pacific Northwest needs this high- 
volume, low-cost power as vitalizer and prime mover in the economy. It will 
bring not only a needed new productivity rise, but needed economic diversity 
and maturity, widened industrial base, and higher income levels. 

This group may be particularly interested in Oregon’s special needs in this 
connection. Its per capita income has dropped below the national mean level, 
while its unemployment rate runs above the norm. It is significant that while 
Oregon has about 35 or 40 percent of the regional area served by the Federal 
power system, it receives only about 22 percent of the power output of that 
system. Moreover, it gets only about 16 percent of the output going into large 
industries. Thus, it is not only Oregon’s lack of preference customers that 
accounts for its position below Washington in Federal power distribution. 

It should be further noted here that our rate of power growth will continue 
to be dependent upon power price—if it is low we can compete with the rest 
of the country for location of new basic electrochemical and electrometallurgical 
industries, broaden our base, increase business and employment opportunities 
directly and indirectly, and have a larger and more effective power use. 


NAVIGATION 


In navigation, we have had very material benefits from the Columbia water- 
ways. Our industrial and community pattern has been most strongly affected. 
But, in my view, we haven’t seen anything yet. The Columbia inland water- 
way and the mid-Columbia seaway are just passing from a lusty infancy into 
promising adolescence; a strong and vigorous maturity lies ahead, for reali- 
zation with the removal of the remaining obstacles that stand in the way of 
operation of a thoroughly modern and efficient waterway. 

Emerging now is the opportunity to develop high efficiency in motive power, 
hulls and cargo space, integrated tows, in combined land, inland water, and 
overseas hauls, in terminals and interchange, and in effective industrial location 
with reference to economical water transport. To add realism to such a view 
of maturity, and to gain in inspiration and technology, we should look at 
the Ohio inland waterway and the Great Lakes Seaway. Those waterways 
and the economies they serve are developing ahead of ours in echelon. 

Traffic on the Ohio has developed vastly in volume and techniques since the 
completion of the improved waterway a generation ago. The advance is still 
rapid and the only ceiling in sight over the Ohio service is that of the already 
obsolescent waterway improvement. 

The Great Lakes, a waterway of stupendous capacity and effect on economic 
development, is now facing a new era of development with the St. Lawrence 
Seaway improvement. 

These developments are more eloquent than statistics, and we of the Columbia 
Basin should watch closely the total effect of the waterway, industrial and com- 
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munity development on these eastern waterways. The analogies with the 
Columbia are, of course, not complete, but they are good. 

We have our waterway reaching deeply into the interior; we have the water 
supply; we do not have the coal and iron, but do have cheap power and we 
can make up some of our fuel deficiencies. Our whole Nation is growing strongly 
in population and production, and some reasonable share of that new growth will 
inevitably come to the Columbia Basin if we take care of our resource base. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Flood control is another of the major purposes of development. It is not 
thinkable that we will not develop this phase to the economical limit. The 
human and economic reasons for doing so are compelling, 

Floods are one of our great scourges, and to a considerable extent their 
damage is preventable. In the Columbia Basin we are fortunate that an effective 
flood control is economically feasible because the main control reserviors will 
readily serve multiple purposes. 

They are in accord with the logical and fundamental principle of holding up 
excessive flood flows for beneficial use—for power, irrigation, water supply, and 
other purposes—in deficient, low-water periods. The exceedingly large returns 
from power, in particular, make the investment in control works economically 
feasible—something that is difficult through flood-control benefits standing alone. 


WATER SUPPLIES 


The pressure upon our water supplies for general uses in industry and com- 
munity development is a matter of wide and growing concern throughout our 
country. Out of our relative abundance in a good part of the Pacific Northwest, 
we have been less aware of the problem than have other regions. With only a 
fraction of the West’s area, we have more than half of its water resources. In 
the whole country, only the Ohio and Mississippi are comparable with the 
Columbia in flow. 

The pressure to maintain our resource in full quantity and quality is not yet 
strongly upon us, but it will be. Our outstanding water resource, in combination 
with waterway transport and low-cost power, provides a very strong magnet 
for location of new industries needed to supply our national economy. We must 
prepare for a larger use of this regional resource. And a most fundamental way 
to prepare is through the extension of our main-control plan, with due recogni- 
tion of this added industrial-domestic demand upon our supplies. This factor 
is being given increasing attention in the planning for development of other 
river basins of the land. 

IRRIGATION 


Irrigation in the Columbia Basin has given us an invaluable 4 million or 5 mil- 
lion acres of cropland; it can probably give us at least as much again, eco- 
nomically, during the next generation as our population and markets grow. Na- 
tionally, new land will be needed during that period, in spite of growing effi- 
ciencies of production, in order to meet a probable 50 percent increase in con- 
sumption of agricultural products and to replace land taken out of cropping for 
other uses or for reasons of diminishing returns and desirable conservation. In 
the rapidily growing and largely semiarid West, the need for continuing irriga- 
tion development is primary and great. 


FISHERIES 


The fishery aspect of water resources development is especially significant 
in the case of the Columbia. An anadromous fishery of high value has been 
sustained, very justly and at considerable cost in research and conservation 
works. This, it should be emphasized, is an investment cost fully warranted 
by the fishery values preserved. 

It would appear to this lay observer that laborious research and planning 
work in this field are bearing fruit—not only in the preservation of fish runs 
up to this stage of river development, but in a promise of solution of the problem 
of effective passage of fish not only over some of the lower main-stem dams but 
over some of the higher storage dams of the major tributaries. This, of course, 
is still another story in itself. 
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RECREATION 


The recreational use of the river is growing in importance with the actual 
development of the river, and with increases in population, coupled with de- 
creasing hours of work. A rapidly-increasing mobility of the population is quite 
apparent. The cultural and economic effects of recreation have been strongly 
felt in a number of river development areas used by millions of people in various 
parts of the country. 

Important water recreation areas have already been created on the Columbia 
system, and more spectacular areas will be available under the up-river and 
tributary projects of the main-control plan. The values involved warrant full 
attention to the recreational aspects of the multiple-purpose projects and 
programs. 

The total, as well as the individual benefits of river development are highly 
significant. The various purposes and projects are brought within economic 
reach through interrelationship and interaction, through integral development 
development and operation. The benefits of a project are greater as part of a 
system than as individual operations. To use the old saw—“‘the whole is greater 
than the sum of the parts.” For specific illustration, it is suggested that you 
think again of the focus and the combined effect of navigation, power, and water 
supply on the river system’s lower and middle reaches. 


THE FEDERAL ROLE 


Federal responsibility, capability, and action are also factors in bringing a 
whole, fully beneficial development within practical reach. Federal responsibil- 
ities—based upon the national interest and constitutional concern with inter- 
state commerce, public domain, national security, and the public welfare—are a 
strong unifying factor. 

Federal financial and technical capabilities—greater than those of State, local, 
and private interests—have similar effect. The public improvements required— 
vast in extent and generally interstate in character—are beyond the reach of 
State and local government. This is a conclusion underscored by a relatively 
stable national debt as contrasted with a rapidly-rising burden of State and local 
debt. 

Beonomies of scale and of integration result from the Federal scheme of 
river development. But there are other and highly material economic advan- 
tages of such development in this resources-development field. Savings in 
annual costs—due primarily to lower interest rates, and freedom from taxes— 
are most significant in economic justification. 

Applied to power, the difference between Federal fixed charges—at, say, 4 or 
5 percent—and private charges—at, say, 10 or 11 percent per annum—means the 
difference between 2- or 3-mill power on one hand and 4- to 6-mill per kilowatt- 
hour on the other. That difference in unit cost, in turn, may mean the difference 
between location and nonlocation of new basic industry. And that difference in 
economic activity—at the base—will have expanding effects about which I would 
like to say a little more. 

FULL DEVELOPMENT 


In the view of this speaker, it is here—in matters of program responsibility and 
effectiveness and economy—that we should look for the real issues in public 
versus private development of our river system. It is not a matter of capitalism 
or socialism, or even private versus public ownership of utilities. It goes 
deeper—to a weighing of all of the economic and social, including political— 
benefits and costs of development one way or the other. Development of re- 
sources is necessary to meet needs—unless we assume a stagnation of growth 
and regression in living standards. 

Resources development goes at the base of our economy. If that development 
is less than full and economical, not only the base but the whole supported pyramid 
of economic activity will be diminished. Higher costs of the products of develop- 
ment—including power—will bring diminished rate of use, lesser production, and 
lower general income. The lowered general income would be reflected in lowered 
public revenues—more than offsetting any tax income brought in as a result of 
private development. 

The case against single-purpose, piecemeal private development—up through 
the point of providing the basic improvements and the integrated, primary, whole- 
sale power system—is, to my mind, overwhelming. Through it we could:lose, in 
the Pacific Northwest, millions of acre-feet of storage and river-regulating ca- 
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pacity, millions of kilowatts of power capability, millions of dollars in property 
wealth, millions of dollars of production annually, and unmeasurable values in 
human productivity, health, safety, and life. 

In view of the results, we should not be apologetic about the costs. The costs 
are investments in productive capital equipment which enhance wealth and se- 
curity. The costs are repayable. And they are not large in relation to other 
investments in our security. 

I think that this brings us back to a final consideration of policy—to the 
matter of defense of hard-won principles and to a more effective process of policy 
formation and improvement to protect our future. The evolved policies—which 
I have tried to sketch—should be built upon, and not torn down. We must, I be- 
lieve, resist the efforts to turn back to single purposes and single projects. 

We must not be satisfied with less than the full feasible development and use of 
resources. We must resist the efforts to fragment a comprehensive, coordinated 
river-system development program, and to disintegrate the integrated primary 
power generation and transmission system. 

We must resist, I further believe, efforts to restrict good management by gov- 
ernment in the development of the river and in the operation of its power sys- 
tem. We should resist moves not only to put unnecessary and undesirable re- 
strictions upon government plant improvement and operations but to saddle 
them with extraneous costs—costs applicable to private utilities but not actually 
involved in government operations. 

We should resist efforts to add to costs of services from government water 
resource development—such as taxes on power output and user charges on in- 
land waterways, either or both of which would have untoward effect in narrow- 
ing the benefits of development. 

In conclusion, I would like to express a hope that more people will come more 

fully to realize the place and values of the river in their lives and economy, and 

bring to bear full science and engineering, administration and management, in- 
) sight and analysis on the problems and potentials of its use. We cannot do 
: away with either the flow of the river or the flow of its benefits. But, unless we 





set our sights high, we can fall far short of realizing the full potentials. 

L 

: STATEMENT OF GEORGE TATE, SUBLIMITY, OREG. 

, Senator Richard Neuberger and other honorable members of the committee, 


: my name is George Tate. I live on a farm in Marion County, Oreg., and have 
lived on this same farm for 64 years and have enjoyed electricity for only 10 
. years. 
I wish to be placed on record as favoring the regional corporation bill for 
i the following reasons: 
. 1. I believe it will improve the financing of the Columbia River power de- 
1 velopment. 
1 2. It will give us a concrete program to follow that cannot be interpreted dif- 
ferently by so many different people. 
3. The people who are working for this bill are the people who have made 
so many good guesses on the power issue while the opponents have very seldom 
d made a true prediction. Further, I don’t like the opposition’s half-truth or less 
Cc advertising about our trying to help ourselves in this power program. 
n 4. This bill will have a tendency to take politics out of our power issue. 
Ss As I mentioned before, we have enjoyed electric power and service on our 
— farm for only 10 years and no thanks or credit to the private power people who 
> are opposing this corporation bill as they have never been willing to accept 
h their utility responsibility in my area. 
Senator Neuberger, I wish to thank you for making it possible for me to 





it express my honest opinion. 
d 
> 
d CENTRAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
d Redmond, Oreg., December 8, 1958. 
of Hon. Ricrarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
h Drar SENATOR NEUBERGER: My name is A. R. Teater. I am a cattle raiser, 
e- and have been a resident of Crook County for 32 years. 
in I am also president of the Central Electric Cooperative at Redmond which 


a- serves some 7,000 people in 5 counties. 
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We purchase power from the Bonneville Power Administration and we are 
keenly interested in both an adequate power supply and reasonably rates. We 
are very much concerned by the threat of a BPA rate increase. 

I wish to go on record endorsing the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion as a businesslike approach to the problem of regional power development. 

Specifically I urge that the antimonopoly clause be kept intact. 

We very much appreciate the interest of your committee in our power supply 
problems; and wish to thank you for the privilege of expressing our views on 
this subject. 

Sincerely, 
A. R. TEATER. 


West OREGON ELEcTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Vernonia, Oreg., December 2, 1958. 
The Honorable Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DeAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: My name is Edmund G. Roediger, Jr., I am presi- 
dent of the West Oregon Electric Cooperative, Inc. I am a businessman and 
I reside in Vernonia, Oreg. 

The West Oregon Electric Cooperative, Inc., is a REA-financed electric co- 
operative located in the upper Nehalem Valley, serving 2,000 members in the 
4 northwestern counties of our good State. 

This letter is being addressed to you to be introduced as supporting the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill, with the following reservation; 
that is, that we would object to any portion of the bill that would in any way 
weaken the antimonopoly or otherwise known as the preference clause. Our 
organization is fully and completely behind the 308 Report and the full develop- 
ment of the mighty Columbia and its tributaries to the extent so that not only 
the maximum of generation and transmission of electric power to the load center 
will be accomplished but also maximum flood control, navigation, irrigation 
and recreation together with the full potential of downstream benefits, including 
the conservation of fish and wildlife so that it will be preserved for future 
generations and for the greatest benefit for all. 

As a REA-financed electric cooperative, we feel strongly that the construction 
of the multiple-purpose dams on the Columbia and its tributaries must be 
continued by an agency of the Federal Government if the REA-financed electric 
cooperatives are to survive, because they have neither generation or transmis- 
sion lines to bring this power to their load centers and if that method of serving 
electric cooperatives failed they would be at the mercy of the commercial 
power companies and the result would be higher wholesale power costs and 
ultimate destruction. 

I, too, as undoubtedly others have, would like to point out to you and 
your committee that the REA-financed electric cooperatives have, and will, 
fulfill a need to rural America that has for one-half of a century been denied, 
electric central station service to the rural people of our Nation by the existing 
commercial power companies. 

Thank you kindly for placing this in the record of the hearing conducted by 
you. 

Very sincerely yours, 
EpMUND G. ROEDIGER, JR., 
President, West Oregon Electric Cooperative, Inc. 


Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mrs. Louise Hum- 
phrey, representing Oregon Tax Research. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. LOUISE HUMPHREY, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE, 
OREGON TAX RESEARCH 


Mrs. Humpnurey. Senator Neuberger and members of the staff, 
I am Louise Humphrey, executive associate of Oregon Tax Re- 
search, a statewide taxpayers organization. I’m presenting this state- 
ment on behalf of our president, Mr. E. R. Fatland, who is a resident 
of Condon, Oreg., a former speaker of the Oregon House of Repre- 
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sentatives, and a former member of the Senate. This statement is 
very brief and has to do with some of the fiscal aspects of the bill 
under consideration. 


STATEMENT OF E. R. FATLAND, PRESIDENT, OREGON TAX RE- 
SEARCH, PORTLAND, OREG., PRESENTED BY LOUISE HUMPHREY, 
EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE OF OREGON TAX RESEARCH 


The following statement is submitted with respect to the proposal 
for a Columbia River Development Corporation, presently before 
your subcommittee. 

Because of the relatively brief time available since the printed copy 
of the bill was distributed, and because the directors of Oregon Tax 
Research are geographically located throughout the State, it has not 
been possible to bring before our board a careful examination of the 
fiscal implications of this proposal. Nevertheless, I should like to 
express several personal opinions regarding such implications; and 
further request. permission to submit at a subsequent date a statement 
from our own board. 

With our national economy facing the awesome prospect of a $12 
billion Federal budget deficit, it would certainly appear that any 
proposal which might accentuate our budget crisis should be ana- 
lyzed and considered with great care. 

The chief financial provisions of the proposed Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation include, among other things, a funding ar- 
rangement for capital projects by issuance of up to $750 million in 
long-term obligations of the proposed Corporation. Such obligations 
are presumably to be sold to the Treasury, which in turn is virtually 
mandated to purchase these obligations by the issuance of Treasury 
bonds. 

Since it is generally conceded that Treasury bonds carry a more 
favorable rate of interest than open-market revenue bonds which 
might be sold by the Corporation, the current proposal appears to 
carry a significant element of subsidy not available to competing 
nongovernmental operations. 

Even more significant, however, is the fact that the rate of interest 
on corporate obligations under this bill will be substantially less than 
the actual interest. rate which the Treasury will have to pay to sell its 
bonds in order to purchase corporate obligations. In other words, the 
Treasury will have to pay more to borrow money to loan to the Corpo- 
ration than it will earn (by way of interest) on such loan. 

Financial authorities estimate that this interest spread would prob- 
ably : perpeumate three-fourths of 1 percent. Obviously, such direct 
tax subsidy could easily amount to millions of dollars annually. 

Finally, one can only regard with considerable apprehension the 
apparent absence in the bill of any provision for in-lieu payments to 
local units of government. Oregon Tax Research has recently com- 
pleted its annual survey of statewide property tax levies, and the final 
tally shows 1959 levies to be at an alltime peak of $179 million. In 
view of the magnitude of this figure, we can rightly be concerned 
about any further depletion of property tax rolls by way of tax- 
exempt property. The seriousness of this matter is indicated by the 











778 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


extent to which this matter of tax-exempt property has been studied 
by our various State interim tax study committees. To the extent 
that real and personal properties are removed from property tax rolls, 
the burden will be passed on to nonexempt properties. Oregon’s rel- 
ative high dependence on the local property tax makes this an impor- 
tant factor for consideration. : . 

I respectfully urge that the members of the committee give consid- 
eration to the foregoing comments, and further request that same be 
entered in the formal records of the committee hearings. 

Senator Nevusercer. Thank you very much, Mrs. Humphrey. I 
just want to call to your attention and to Senator Fatland’s attention 
and the attention of your members one particular phase of the bill. 
Your very able statement has raised the point that there would be a 
subsidy inasmuch as the regional corporation would receive a lower 
rate of interest than that paid by the Treasury to obtain the money 
for its financing. 

On page 38, where it deals directly with the obligations of the Cor- 
poration, this sentence appears : 

The rate of interest of such obligations shall be determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, taking into consideration the current average rate on outstand- 
ing marketable obligations of the United States as of the last day of the month 
preceding issuance of the obligations of the Corporation. 

Now, it seems to me that that certainly is as conclusive language 
as it can accomplish, and it certainly isn’t any subsidy of an interest 
rate to the Corporation that is lower than that paid by the Treasury 
to obtain the money. 

Mrs. Humrurey. Senator Neuberger, I am in no position what- 
soever to discuss this bill because I frankly have not read it. I have 
been down in the Ozark Mountains for the past 6 weeks and just re- 
turned to Portland the first of last week and I had no opportunity to 
discuss this with Senator Fatland. , 

However, I think that the history of loans made by the Federal 
Government—and I’m thinking in terms of REA loans, as an 
example—that the interest rate has been lower in a number of cases 
than the interest that had to be paid on those debentures. On the 
other hand, I may be completely wrong, but I think that that is 
probably what Mr. Fatland had in mind. 

Senator Neusercer. He may have had that in mind. I in no way 
was being critical of the statement. I just felt that this information 
should go to your group. 

Mrs. Humpnrey. I appreciate that. 

Senator Neupercer. I realize that REA loans are paying 2 percent, 
but no such arbitrary pegging takes place in this bill. We expressly 
provided the interest rate shall be that paid by the Treasury at the 
going market rate for money. : 

Mrs. Humenrey. That is specific in the bill ? 

Senator Neusercer. Specifically spelled out at page 38. 

Mrs. Humeurey. Thank you very much. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Mrs. Humphrey, for presenting the 
statement on behalf of Senator Fatland. : 

Our next witness will be Mr. D. E. Bucknum of Portland, repre- 
senting United Business Associates. 
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STATEMENT OF D. E. BUCKNUM, UNITED BUSINESS ASSOCIATES, 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Bucxnum. As temporary chairman of the newly formed 
Oregon nonprofit corporation, United Business Associates, with over 
300 members now, I feel that a regional power corporation bill as 
outlined should be introduced in the next Congress. 

Twenty years of Bonneville Power Administration operation has 
shown how vital this mighty power system now is to the entire Nation. 
A reappraisal seems overdue. A real effort to improve finance and 
administration procedure should now be made. 

On this 17th yearly reminder of Pearl Harbor, it should not be 
forgotten that we must stand ready at all times to make this vast 
power grid even a stronger right arm to the national economy in 
peace and war, as it so well has done in the past. 

The fiscal year BPA report ending June 30, 1958, shows that 
revenues from electric power sales only, paid by the people and in- 
dustries in this region, total to date $582,675,259. Of this huge total, 
an item of $185,733,746 for interest was paid to the U.S. Treasury, 
leaving a healthy operating surplus of over $78 million up to that 
date. 

This includes, by the way, the $214 million which was lost last 
year and which has received such great publicity. 

These huge sums paid from power revenue alone show that the 
people and industries of this region have this responsibility and they 
will have pay for all the Federal power projects on the BPA system, 
also with a substantial rate of interest. 

With these regional obligations, we feel that a closer regional de- 
termination of the problems would make possible the improvements 
in financing and administration that now seem necessary. 

Our organization, just started, expects to have thousands of members. 
They have many millions invested in their own business firms here and 
are vitally concerned in important decisions in their natural resources. 
When our first directors are chosen after January 1, we will no doubt 
submit a resolution for your committee’s consideration. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Bucknum, very much. I 
appreciate your being here. 

We have listed here the Oregon Reclamation Congress. Is there 
someone here representing the Oregon Reclamation Congress? Before 
this gentleman identifies himself, we have a resolution of the Wash- 
ington County Labor Council, Forest Grove, signed by Mr. Charles 
L. Rilea, which will appear in the hearing record, and I desire to 
have included in the hearing record a column from the Oregon Daily 
Statesman of November 26, by ex-Governor Charles A. Sprague of 
Oregon, in which Governor Sprague carefully analyzes the com- 
mittee print, which is now before us. 

Secause of Governor Sprague’s eminent position in our State and 
because of his prestige and influence, I should like to read the conclud- 
ing two paragraphs of his column. This is quoting from Governor 
Sprague: 

Several years ago this writer in an address before the Pacific Northwest 
Trade Association recommended setting up a planning agency to do the planning 
for power with continued reliance on existing Federal agencies to do the work. 
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This was an initial step which might be followed by a regional body with 
authority to act. The Neuberger bill makes both jumps, combining planning 
with power to act, but preserving the agencies and functions now existing. 

Undoubtedly the bill will encounter opposition. Some will oppose it as an 
extension of socialism. Others will object to the bypassing of Congress in 
undertaking projects. Claims will be advanced of possible jeopardy to water 
rights—as though they are not already in jeopardy by existing laws and 
decisions. The bill, however, has much merit in meeting the situation in the 
Northwest and merits full and free and fair consideration. 


I think that Governor Sprague’s entire statement should appear 


in the hearing record. 
(The resolution of the Washington County Labor Council and 
Governor Sprague’s statement follow :) 


WASHINGTON CouNnTy LaBpor CoUNCIL, ForEsT GROVE, OREG. 


The Washington County Labor Council representing approximately 3,700 
organized workers in Washington County have by unanimous vote endorsed the 
Columbia River development bill as revised and urge retention of the public- 
responsibility provision. In our particular area, an adequate power supply is an 
absolute necessity if we are to maintain our present population, the lumber 
industry, which has long been the backbone of our economy is now almost a thing 
of the past due mainly to an inadequate reforestation program in the past 
along with a few disastrous fires. 

In order to maintain this work force new industries must move into the com- 
munity. Without a sound development program such as outlined in this bill? 
We can never expect cheap and abundant power for such industries and must sit 
by and see our people move to other areas where there are industries to take care 
of the needs of them and their families. 

Therefore we wholeheartedly endorse the regional corporation principle as the 
means whereby we too can share in the industrial growth of the Nation with 
more jobs, more payrolls and greater prosperity. 

CHARLES L. RITE. 


[The Oregon Statesman, Nov. 26, 1958] 
It Seems To ME 
(By Charles A. Sprague) 


Senator Neuberger has come forward with a new version of a measure to set 
up a regional power corporation charged with the responsibility of meeting the 
electricity needs of all power consumers and industries in the Pacific Northwest 
who may request its services. This meets the threat to Oregon locked in the 
public preference clause, not by abolishing it but by assuring an abundant supply 
of electric energy to meet all needs. The agency, the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation, would be limited to the generation and wholesaling of electric 
energy, and its governing board of tive would be named by the President, with 
one member each from the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Montana 
and a general manager appointed by the President. 

For financing, the corporation could issue up to $750 million in bonds to the 
Secretary of the Treasury. This would be for a 5-year period. At the end of 
that period it is assumed that bonds of the corporation would be well seasoned 
so they could be marketed with the public. (A precedent may be found in the 
Government guarantee of the bonds of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation. Also the Maritime Administration guaranteed a recent bond issue 
of W. R. Grace & Co. for ship construction. ) 

The new corporation. would succeed Bonneville Power Administration, but 
would also have power to expand to keep ahead of needs without specific approval 
of the Congress. Its authority to add to generating plants would be limited to 
building thermal and atomic energy plants, leaving to existing agencies, the 
Federal Power Commission, the Corps of Engineers, and Bureau of Reclamation 
the licensing and construction of hydroelectric plants. On multipurpose dams 
the corporation would finance the power investment. 

Rates would be fixed at a level to repay all costs of generating, purchasing, 
and marketing power. 
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Language of the bill states that nothing in the act would affect State laws 
relating to the control, use, or distribution of water or interfere with vested 
rights in water. 

One section gives consent of the Congress to the negotiation of a compact 
among the Northwest States providing for taking over of the corporation so it 
would become a regionally controlled entity. 

Hearings on the Neuberger bill will be held December 8 in Portland at the 
auditorium of the Interior Building, in Seattle on December 9, Coeur d’Alene 
December 10, and Kalispell, Mont., on December 11. 

This bill, it seems to me, is a more practical bill than the one introduced by 
request at the last session of the Congress. It does insure an abundance of 
electricity and averts the threatened damage to Oregon through the application 
of the preference clause. Ultimately, unless Congress authorizes building of 
steam or atomic plants in the region the hydro energy from Federal plants will 
all go to publie or cooperative distributors, and Oregon would lose out because 
most of its population is served by private corporations. 

By preserving the authority of existing Federal agencies Neuberger avoids a 
conflict between these powerful instrumentalities of government. The way is 
left open also for the States to take over the corporation—to the possible ad- 
vantage of electric consumers in its being able to issue tax-free bonds, salable 
at lower interest rates. 

Several years ago this writer in an address before the Pacific Northwest 
Trade Association recommended setting up a planning agency to do the planning, 
for power, with continued reliance on existing Federal agencies to do the work. 
This was an initial step which might be followed by a regional body with au- 
thority to act. The Neuberger bill makes both jumps, combining planning with 
power to act, but preserving the agencies and functions now existing. 

Undoubtedly the bill will encounter opposition. Some will oppose it as an 
extension of socialism. Others will object to the bypassing of Congress in 
undertaking projects. Claims will be advanced of possible jeopardy to water 
rights—as though they are not already in jeopardy by existing laws and deci- 
sions. The bill however has much merit in meeting the situation in the North- 
west and merits full and free and fair consideration. 





[The Oregon Statesman, Dec. 16, 1958] 
Ir SEEMS TO ME 
(By Charles A. Sprague) 


Quite a lineup of witnesses appeared in opposition to the Columbia River 
Development Corporation idea proposed in a bill which Senator Neuberger is 
offering for public consideration. Hearings were held in Portland, Coeur d’Alene, 
and Kalispell. 

In the lineup were officials of private utilities, representatives of irrigation 
interests, and some mining and livestock spokesmen. The opposition was pretty 
much the same as that which was mustered against the old Columbia Valley 
Authority. In fact some claimed the new device was just another authority, 
though Neuberger explained its power was limited to financing electric generation 
and distributing the energy wholesale. Spokesmen for private utilities con- 
demned the scheme as socialistic or collectivist, which, in fact, it is; but that is 
true of the whole Government power program. The task force in the second 
Hoover Commission wanted the Government to dispose of its power business; 
but it drew no general support. Neuberger’s Corporation is as socialistic as 
Bonneville Power, and no more. 

Reclamation people protested that the bill was a threat to States rights in 
water, in spite of the bill’s express provision disclaiming any interference with 
water rights. The appropriate question for these critics is, just how the Cor- 
poration bill would do any more injury to State rights than has been done by 
existing Federal statutes and court decisions as in the Pelton Dam case? 

The real advantage to Oregon in the creation of this Corporation would lie 
in assurance of abundance of energy into the indefinite future and removal of 
the risk to private utilities and their customers inherent in the Federal prefer- 
ence clause. Speaking at the Inland Waterways meeting in Portland last week, 
Secretary of the Army Wilber M. Brucker said that, by 1975, the Pacific Northwest 
would have to look to other sources than falling water for more electric energy. 
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When that time comes, progressively, under the preference clause, private utilities 
will have to surrender to public bodies and cooperatives the energy they now 
obtain from Bonneville Power Administration. True, they can generate their 
own, but thermal power is much more expensive. If the Corporation has the 
authority and the responsibility it would go into thermal generation and the 
increased cost would be spread through the entire pool, public as well as private. 
There would be no recurrence of what happened in the winter of 1952-53 when 
private utilities tacked on a surcharge to cover their extra expense of running 
steam plants to meet requirements. The private utilities don’t seem to be looking 
that far ahead; or at least they are not worrying about it. So they persist in 
their opposition to what is merely a new vehicle for producing power for the 
region. 

Just offered by the Corps of Engineers is its revision of its famous 308 report 
on the Columbia Basin. This updates its program and projects far into the 
future, with costs estimated at $1.9 billion. It seems probable that this presen- 
tation will induce Congress to rely on its old procedure. The incentive for 
this is stimulated by the reluctance of Congress to delegate power to incur debt 
for which the Treasury would be responsible as is required on a temporary basis 
under the Corporation bill. 

Congressional appropriations, hard to get as they often are, plus investment 
of private capital, will keep supply ahead of demand for an indefinite period. But 
Oregon private utilities and their customers remain exposed to the hurt wrapped 
up in that preference clause, a hurt which is gravely unjust. Relieving them 
of that possible hurt and insuring a dependable schedule of electric expansion 
are what give strength to the case for the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion idea. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD HURSH, PRESIDENT, OREGON 
RECLAMATION CONGRESS 


Senator NevBercer. Won’t you please go ahead ? 

Mr. Hursu. Senator Neuberger and staff, my name is Harold Hursh. 
T am a director and a wateruser of the Burnt River Irrigation District 
of Baker County. I am president of the Oregon Reclamation Con- 
gress. 

This statement is submitted on behalf of the Oregon Reclamation 
Congress, an organization representing 52 irrigation and drainage 
organizations in Oregon, in opposition to S. 3114 providing for creation 
of the Columbia River Development Corporation and any revision 
thereof in the same tenor. 

Some of the pertinent reasons for our opposition are as follows: 

1. The proposed Congress would not offer anything in the develop- 
ment of the Northwest which it does not presently have. For more 
than 50 years the Northwest has been under a method of orderly 
development of power, reclamation, flood control, recreation, and other 
multiple uses of water. 

2. Under the proposed legislation the Corporation at best would 
be considered a coordinating agency for power development. Such a 
coordinating agency is not necessary as the Northwest is presently 
being benefited by a continuing 10-year plan of all of the multiple 
uses of water, such as power, flood control, recreation, reclamation, 
etc., rather than the limited plan for development of power as provided 
in the bill. 

3. The structure of the proposed Corporation concentrates com- 
plete unrestricted control over natural resources development in the 
Northwest in the hands of five Directors, who by reason of the quorum 
provisions of the act can be reduced to a majority of three Directors. 
While the proposed bill contemplates an Advisory Council to the 
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Board of Directors, which when filled will consist of approximately 
70 members, the Board of Directors is not bound by any of the recom- 
mendations of the Advisory Council. 

4. Under the proposed bill the corporation need only submit its 
plan for power doeeiepatiat to Congress, while at present Congress 
must approve by specific legislation any development of our natural 
resources and by like specific legislation must appropriate the funds 
for such development. There can be no question that the latter method 
provides control of our natural resources in the hands of Congress 
for a better safeguard of our resources and public funds. 

5. Under the bill the Corporation could prevent development of 
any water resources so long as the use of the waters involved were 
within the planning of the Corporation. In addition the Corpora- 
tion would be empowered to control the release of waters of existing 
projects, both Federal and private, where such waters were a source 
of waters affecting a power project under control of the Corporation. 

6. Under the proposed bill the Corporation would be authorized 
to issue $750 million in negotiable obligations which would have to 
be purchased by the U.S. Treasury, which sum could be expended 
by the Corporation for any of its defined purposes without control 
by Congress or any other agency over its disbursement. 

7. Adoption of this legislation which would clothe the Corporation 
with the power to control water development must necessarily usurp 
the historic rights of the States to control waters within their 
boundaries. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Hursh. Under point 5, you 
say the Corporation could prevent development of any water re- 
sources. How could the Corporation do that? Let’s say that the 
Bureau of Reclamation desired to develop a certain project—the 
Crooked River, let us say. How would this Corporation prevent the 
Crooked River project from being developed ? 

Mr. Hursu. The way that we interpreted it was that they must 
first obtain the consent of this Corporation in order to even attempt 
that, including even our irrigation district. 

Senator Neupercer. I don’t think there’s any such provision in 
the bill. Under the earlier version of S. 3114, which we considered 
last summer, the Oregon Reclamation Congress objected to the so- 
called veto over Federal Power Commission licenses. We have elimi- 
nated the veto in compliance with your objection, and I don’t know 
of any way that the Corporation could prevent development of the 
water resources. 

Mr. Hursu. Well, I’m not a lawyer, and we do have a lawyer who 
has assisted us in the preparation of this paper, but we have given 
it pretty careful attention at our State meeting in November and since 
that time have come to the conclusion that it’s so loosely drawn and 
its objectives are so clearly toward power to the exclusion of irriga- 
tion, that even our water rights are threatened. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, the very fact that we have confined it 
exclusively to power is so we don’t interfere with reclamation and 
irrigation. That’s one of the basic points in the bill, that we’re 
concerned only with advancing power development. 

I assume, because in the earlier testimony by your organization they 
didn’t want any interference with reclamation and irrigation, that 
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now you're not criticizing us for complying with your earlier request, 


I hope. 

tees Is there anything in the bill that specifically excludes 
your control of irrigation district waters or second-feet flows, or 
releases of storage of water? 

Senator Neusercer. On page 28, it says: 

Nothing in this act shall affect or in any way interfere with the laws of 
any State relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water 
used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Corpora- 
tion, in carrying out the provisions of this act, shall proceed in conformity 
with such laws, and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of 
the Federal Government or of any landowner, appropriator, or user of water in, 
to, or from any interstate stream or the waters thereof. 

Now, we have expressly tried not to interfere with irrigation and 
reclamation, and we complied with your organization’s earlier cane 
to eliminate the veto. We’re trying to be as fair and reasonable as 
we.can in this bill. 

Mr. Hours. Well, it would appear that some of that language 
should be followed if the National or State organization has tried to 
develop national legislation in behalf of water rights. 

Senator Neusercer. Let me say this to you, Mr. Hursh; we think in 
advancing the generation of power that we’re giving you the only 
chance you’ve got to expand reclamation in the Northwest. 

Let me ask you this: How many projects do you have in Oregon 
that can be developed for irrigation to any substantial degree without 
a power subsidy so you can comply with the payout period under 
reclamation law ? 

Mr. Hursu. None. 

Senator Neupercer. You need a power subsidy, don’t you? 

Mr. Hoursu. Right. 

Senator Neupercer. And we want to advance the generation of 
power and make it possible. Now, you recognize this, I’m sure, that, 
unless the power is generated by the Federal Government or an entity 
of the Federal Government, there is no power subsidy for reclamation. 
Isn’t that true! 

Mr. Hursu. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. And if a private power company develops the 
power, there is no subsidy for reclamation / 

Mr. Hursu. No. 

Senator Nevsercer. If an REA or a PUD ora municipally publicly 
owned system develops the power, there is no subsidy for reclamation. 
Is that correct ‘ 

Mr. Hursu. Yes. 

Senator Nevupercer. So, unless the Federal Government or an entity 
of the Federal Government develops the power, you’ve got no subsidy 
for reclamation, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Hursu. Yes. 

Senator Neunercer. You know I was the sponsor of the Crooked 
River Act in the Senate ? 

Mr. Hursu. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. I couldn’t get the Crooked River Act through 
until I got a power subsidy from The Dalles Dam, and that was the 
thing that held the act up for 2 years because some members of the 
Senate Interior Committee didn’t like to set that precedent. They 
didn’t want todoso. You know that. 
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Mr. Hursu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. You know what we went through to get that. 
Now, we think we’re helping irrigation by getting more Federal power 
development because the only way you can get further reclamation 
development in Oregon is with a power subsidy. You know that; 
LaSalle Coles knows that, ’m sure because I went through it in the 
Senate committee. 

The Bureau of Reclamation said that the Crooked River project 
was unacceptable under reclamation law unless we could get a power 
subsidy to lower the length of the payout period. You are aware 
of the whole situation. 

Mr. Hursu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. So, we think we’re trying to help you by get- 
ting some power development so that perhaps some of it can help you 
with that irrigation. 

Mr. Hursu. But is there any provision in this act that would assure 
us that that would be done ? 

Senator Nevpercer. No, but you also know that I am sponsor of the 
basin account bill, and unless there is some power developed by the 
Federal Government, there are not going to be any funds available 
from Federal power to make the basin account work. That just seems 
to me as obvious as the fact that the Columbia River flows downhill. 
I mean, if there is not more power development by the Federal Gov- 
ernment or an entity thereof, the basin account bill is meaningless. 
We’re talking about some funds for irrigation that won’t exist. 

That’s the thing that puzzles me about the stand of my friends on the 
Oregon Reclamation Congress. I’ve worked with you on your projects. 
As you know, I think I’ve been the main sponsor of your basin account 
bill and of your Crooked River bill. 

Mr. Hursu. Yes. 

Senator Nreupercer. But, of course, my knowledge may be very 
limited and my reasoning may be very imperfect; but I don’t see how 
any of these things are going to work—Crooked River or basin ac- 
count or anything—unless there’s some power development to under- 
write it, and we’re trying to hasten power development and provide a 
continuity of funds so that will be possible. That’s all we’re trying to 
doin this bill. I don’t know—I mean I confess I’m bewildered. 

Mr. Hursu. Well, I do think there is confusion between our under- 
standing. We're practical water users and control water, and we look 
at it, of course, as a more practical matter perhaps than you might— 
not quite as technical, but we are concerned about our water rights, 
we're concerned too as to whether or not we—you say we can go ahead 
and develop our projects, but we’re wondering where the money is 
going to come from, what assurance we’re going to have that we’re 
going to have that money, and if it’s different than the source we’re 
now dependent on. 

Senator Neupercer. I'll promise you this: There will be no funds 
to bring within the payout period future Oregon reclamation projects 
unless there is some power development. I can promise you that just 
as sure as I can promise you the sun will rise tomorrow. 

Mr. Hursnu. In addition to this, I would like to submit a letter of 
transmittal and a resolution from Gold Hill Irrigation District and 
also one from Multnomah County Drainage District No. 1, setting 
forth their views. I thank you. 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, and if you have any 
supplementary ideas, perhaps from reading some of the points or 
amplifying what I’ve raised here, we'll be glad to have you submit 
them because we want to help reclamation, and you know that. I’ve 
worked closely with LaSalle and Mr. Welsh and many other members 
of the Reclamation Congress. So, we want to help you, and if you 
have any suggestions as to how we can doit, let us have them. 

Mr. Hursu. Thank you, and you'll be hearing from us. 

Senator Neuspercer. Thank you. 

(The complete statement of Gold Hill Irrigation District, together 
with resolution therefrom, and statement of Multnomah County 
Drainage District No. 1 follow :) 

Gotp Hity IrricaTIoN District, 
Gold Hill, Oreg., December 3, 1958. 
Re hearing on Columbia Valley Development Corporation legislation, S. 3114, 
or redraft of S. 3114. 


SENATE PusLIc WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 

Portland, Oreg. 

(Attention of Mr. William E. Buell, director, Portland area, Oregon Reclama- 
tion Congress.) 

GENTLEMEN: At the regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the Gold 
Hill Irrigation District held last evening, December 2, 1958, the above-mentioned 
subject was discussed and the Board very strongly opposed the enactment 
of Senate bill 3114 or any other measure of similar nature that will jeopardize 
our water and property rights and the attached resolution was adopted by a 
unanimous vote. 

Please present this resolution to the proper authorities for presentation at 
the December 8, 1958, Portland hearing. 

Very truly yours, 
Mes. BertHa Coy Ross, 
Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE Boarp oF Drrectors or Gotp Hit. IRRIGATION 
DistTrRIcT, DECEMBER 2, 1958 


Whereas on December 2, 1958, at the regular meeting of the Board of Direc- 
tors of the Gold Hill Irrigation District the proposed legislation (S. 3114) to 
amend the Bonneville Act in order to create a Columbia Valley Development 
Corporation was reviewed; and 

Whereas the bill, if enacted, would create a Federal corporation in the Pa- 
cific Northwest with many basic powers that this Board of Directors feels 
would concentrate broad Federal powers on water resources into the control 
of a few men not directly responsible to the people of the Pacific Northwest 
States; and 

Whereas we feel it would subjugate all water rights in the State of Oregon 
and other States over which the Federal Corporation would have control, thus 
creating a monopoly over our water and power resources: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this Board of Directors assembled in regular session this 2d 
day of December 1958, does hereby go on record as strongly opposed to the 
enactment of Senate bill 3114 or any other bill of similar nature that would 
jeopardize existing and future water and property rights of States. 


MUTNOMAH CoUNTY DRAINAGE District No. 1, 
Portland, Oreg., December 8, 1958. 
To the Columbia River Resources Committee, and Other Interested Parties: 


We are opposed to any Columbia Valley Development Corporation with such 
broad power and also taking in the whole Columbia River Basin by a few di- 
rectors with no check on them, except by the Chief Executive of the United 
States. 

As we understand the Constitution of the United States the Congress should 
have a check on such a Corporation. This Corporation would mean a monopoly 
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in the Pacific Northwest on power and power development. We are opposed 
to any monopoly, whether it is Government or private, on the power of the 
Columbia River Basin. 

Also, it would jeopardize individual rights, as according to recent Federal 
court decisions, it would have power over our State water rights and to condemn 
any real or personal property as the Board sees fit, to advance this Corporation’s 
monopoly. 

The advance of this country so far ahead of other countries in the world has 
been done by individuals and private companies. To maintain the standards 
of this country, we feel we should keep it that way. 

A. N. ScoriTsMIER. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL DANA, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, 
U.S. NATIONAL BANK OF PORTLAND 


Senator Neusercer. Our next witness is Mr. Marshall N. Dana. 
You wanted to get on at 2:30, and we're just a little late. 

Mr. Dana. Senator Neuberger and members of the staff, my name 
is Marshall Dana. When February 1959, comes, I shall have resided 
in Oregon 50 years. For 42 years I was associated with the Oregon 
Journal in Portland 

Senator Neupercer. That will be the same year as the centen- 
nial will be observed, the same month as the centennial. 

Mr. Dana. I’m just half as old as the State, you see, and, from 1938 
to 1951, I was editor of the editorial page of the Oregon Journal. 

I am currently assistant to the president of the U.S. National 
Bank of Portland, a statewide banking system, a financial establish- 
ment having 66 banking offices, including the head office, in the State 
of Oregon. 

In 1932, I was appointed by President Franklin D. Roosevelt as 
regional adviser in the national recovery program for the States of 
Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. I served as the first 
president of the National Reclamation Association, and have been 
either chairman, or a member, of this association’s water policy com- 
mittee during the past 8 years. 

In the several capacities here indicated, I have had a part in the 
program for the development of the Columbia River for all of its 
uses, and specifically, with the program for power, reclamation, flood 
control, and the utilization of other economic resources. 

I think that I may submit from background a demonstration of 
long-sustained and active participation in the envisioning, planning, 
and tangible accomplishment of the projects designed for the benefit 
of the people of the Columbia Basin, and not for any single selfish 
interest. 

I am sure that I would give equal support to any further proposal 
that gave convincing assurance of the complete development of the 
Columbia River for all of its uses in necessary and well-timed steps, 
but I am unable to find such assurance in the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill S. 3114. 

The reasons stated as briefly as possible for this conclusion are as 
follows: 

1. In the 308 Report, and its supplement now about to be made 
public, we have a comprehensive and adequate program for the full 
development of the Columbia Basin. 

2. The great construction agencies of the Federal Government, nota- 
bly the Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, have proved 
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a time-tested ability to build the powerplants, irrigation works, fishery 
facilities, and recreational features supported by informed public 
opinion and authorized by the Congress, with acknowledgement of the 
Federal responsibility for the development of the Columbia; yet with- 
out invasion of State water laws, these agencies have served the people 
of the Pacific Northwest and have contributed to the welfare of future 
generations magnificently. oo 

3. Since the depression of the early thirties, a capital investment 
aggregating billions of dollars has been made in land and water and 

ower development a truly amazing accomplishment solidly built and 
ighly sointeibittive to a sound and expanding economy. 

4. Likewise, we have the Bonneville Power Administration for the 
distribution and sale of power that has and is performing a creditable 
service in distribution and sales and in interconnecting and pooling 
the power provided by all organizations in this region. 

5. With the building of the John Day Dam, now under construction, 
the Columbia will be canalized to the Pasco-Kennewick area, and the 
major power units will have been built. The projects on the Colum- 
bia above this point will with Grand Coulee utilize much of the hydro- 
electric potential of the upper Columbia and certainly leave little 
doubt of ability to complete the program. 

The Ice Harbor Dam on the Snake, now building, is the forerunner 
of similar structures which will extend barge navigation to and per- 
haps above Lewiston, Idaho. Just what would be the function of a 
Columbia River Development Corporation beyond the present con- 
struction and that which is incorporated in a forward-moving pro- 
gram is not visible. Nor am I able to discern the desirability of a 
subnational authority standing between the people of the Pacific 
Northwest and the Congress and the agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, this authority representing in no substantial degree the experi- 
ence, skill, ability, and integrity of the agencies which now serve us. 

6. We are advised that by 1975 the hydroelectric energy of the Co- 
lumbia River system may have to be supplemented by thermally 
generated power, probably of atomic origin. 

I am confident that the studies made by the Corps of Engineers at 
the instance of the Congress will anticipate this necessity and do so 
better than could any corporation directed by a board of five members 
as residents of the Pacific Northwest and “persons who profess a belief 
in the feasibility and wisdom of this act.” This proviso might impose 
an: intolerable stricture upon our future. 

7. While President Franklin D. Roosevelt proposed the Bonneville 
Dam and powerplant as a yardstick to be applied to its rates and 
service, the passing of time has disclosed the need of an additional 
yardstick which will provide a continuing comparison of rates and 
service between the publicly and privately operated power facilities. 
Moreover, the advocacy of exclusive public power development is 
neither happy nor practical in the Pacific Northwest, where every 
dollar of capital, public or private, is necessary in further develop- 
ment. 

We are in far better accord with the democratic principle of Ameri- 
can government when we stimulate, rather than discourage, free enter- 
prise. 
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8. While the statement has been made that the Columbia River 

Development Corporation would be concerned only with power, we 
cannot ignore the paragraph (a), section 2, which states that the bill 
is offered— 
* * * for the purposes of improving navigation, assisting the fullest practicable 
comprehensive development and conservation of the resources of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries, strengthening the national defense, and promoting the 
general economic welfare of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation. 

It would appear to me that the bill is a charter for the widest and 
most sweeping functioning of a new and untried agency which in the 
exercising of its authority would influence the lives, opportunities, and 
enterprises of every person who dwells in the Pacific Northwest, now 
and in the future. 

Let me repeat that the above statement is made with undeviating 
devotion to the development of the Columbia Basin and the part that 
the people, together with the agencies of Government at all levels, 
may play in this dramatic concept. 

But the Columbia River Development Corporation is not the answer. 

Senator Neusercer. Any questions of Mr. Dana ? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Neusercer. I just want to ask one question, Mr. Dana. 
You mentioned the exclusive public development. I hope you realize 
that certainly it is not our intent to have that occur. I do not see, 
for example, where any of the terms of this bill would prevent the 
Pacific Power & Light Co. from carrying out its development of the 
Lewis River watershed, or anything in this bill that would prevent 
the Portland General Electric Co. from car rying out the development 
of the sites on the Clackamas River watershed or the Deschutes River 
watershed, and so forth. 

In other words, I can’t see where these projects contemplated 
under this bill would not be eminently consistent with the great many 
private and other non-Federal undertakings in the Northwest. All 
that’s contemplated is that this Corporation would be able to use 
its own revenues to hasten the projects that have been authorized 
for construction by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which are the traditional construction agencies in the 
Northwest, and whose support, I know, you share with me, and that’s 
certainly the basic purpose of the bill. 

Now, we may need some further amendments, but that is the 
purpose of it. 

Mr. Dana. Well, I hope that, as you have cleared your own point 
of view, Senator, I have made my own clear, which is that I believe 
that the structure of development, the experience that has been had, 
the skill and ability and integrity back of it, and the forward-moving 
quality of public opinion, will support the further development needed 
and the necessary steps. 

I am interested to have your point of view that this is not to exclude 
private development on smaller tributaries of the Columbia. Yet 
I must acknowledge that the bill leaves me under the impression with 
its requirement for complete fidelity to the terms of the bill on the 
part of the members of the Corporation that it is a trend toward a 
rather exclusive development of power by the Federal Government. 
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Understand, I am not opposing the development of power by the 
Federal Government, but from background r would say that—and 
I did say that we need every dollar of capital from every source. 
Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Dana. I appre- 
ciate your being here as a witness today. 
Next we have Mr. A. E. Collins. 


STATEMENT OF AUSTIN E. COLLINS 


Mr. Coruins. Senator Neuberger, Iam Austin E. Collins. I reside 
in Portland, Oreg. I am just a little guy with callouses on my hands, 
but today I’m about 9 feet tall. This activity or this opportunity 
afforded me today is something very rare indeed. 

I became interested in the problem of developing the natural re- 
sources when I was just a little kid m high school, by accident perhaps, 
and about that same time I was forced to relinquish my faith in 
the private utilities in their integrity toward developing and dis- 
tributing electric energy. 

My dad borrowed some 1214 percent money to build for the 
P.P. & L. Co. a powerline some 2 miles long so we could buy elec- 
tricity to milk the cows with. In ensuing events, the butterfat didn’t 
sell for enough money to pay the 18-mill levy on the power we tried 
to buy. So, we lost the farm. 

Now, we are here today faced with the problem of whether we 
should support this program of developing our power at a reasonable 
cost. Now, private utility development, the railroads and all, have 
consistently written into any development that they might have made 
as much capital claims as they could possibly get away with and then 
expected to gain at least 6 percent return on their investment, and 
quite ironically here, before Mr. Kefauver’s committee or subcom- 
mittee of the business administration investigation in Washington, 
D.C., an officer of the General Motors Corp. answered Mr. Kefauver’s 
question whether he thought that perhaps 30 percent return on their 
capital investment would be fair, and the officer of the General Motors 
Corp. answered that he thought it would be quite a fair return, that 
now they did expect and planned to gain a 20-percent return on their 
capital investment. 

o get to the point here—I’m taking too much time—this Corpora- 
tion specifies the rate of return on any capital investment in our power 
development here in this Northwest. 

The Bonneville record for the 20 years immediately past is ample 
proof in my opinion of the feasibility of public development, and I, 
as a registered voter of Multnomah County—I’m just a little guy 
with callouses on his hand—would like to see very much more of that. 
I am very tired of being a second-class citizen by virtue of being a sub- 
scriber to the Portland General Electric distribution system. Thank 
you, sir. 

: Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Collins. Will you furnish 
your address, please, for the hearing record ? 

Mr. Cours. I live at 3125 Northeast Schuyler Street, Portland, 
Oreg. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. I just want to say 
for the hearing record that any individual citizen, whether he favors 
the bill or opposes the bill, is just as welcome as anybody who repre- 
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e sents a great private utility corporation or a labor union, or a grange, 
d or any other organization. I often think that we don’t have enough 
individual citizens who come before congressional committees just 

- on their own. I think that’s in the best American tradition, regard- 
less of the viewpoint that they happen to espouse. 

Our next witness is Miss Joan Raker: representing National Hells 
Canyon Association. 

Miss Baker. I am actually giving this testimony for J. T. Marr, 
peace’ of the Hells Canyon Association, who was unable to come 
H 


e ere today. 
3, 
y STATEMENT OF JAMES T. MARR, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL HELLS 
. CANYON ASSOCIATION, PRESENTED BY JOAN BAKER 
3, My name is James T. Marr. I am president of the National Hells 
n Canyon Association, 1135 Southeast Salmon Street, Portland. 
- The National Hells Canyon Association is a nonprofit organization 
and is composed of the major farm, labor, cooperative, and public 
e power groups in the four Pacific Northwest States. We have the 
‘- support of similar groups in all parts of the country. The association 
t was organized in 1953, after the national administration indicated 
d that it would no longer carry out the Federal program for construc- 
tion of large multiple-purpose dams in our region. Our main goal 
e was to save such great multiple-purpose damsites as Hells Canyon 
le from underdevelopment by private power companies; and to secure 
8 instead the maximum comprehensive, multiple-purpose development 
e of our water resources for the benefit of all the people of our region 
n and Nation. 
d At the association’s last annual meeting, on November 22, the mem- 
\- bership reaffirmed our support for the principle of a Columbia River 
1, Development Corporation, and authorized the submission of testi- 
8 mony at this hearing. 
ir Since the bill under consideration at the present time would 
'S establish a corporation concerned primarily with the production and 
ut marketing of power, we would like the record to show that we favor 
ir legislation that will encourage the production of low-cost power to 
meet the growing needs of our region. The lack of large new supplies 
\- of low-cost. power has prevented the establishment of industry in our 
r region and has had a damaging effect upon our economy. 
he Columbia River has the Nation’s largest underdeveloped 
le hydroelectric power potential, and for that reason is a valuable re- 
I, gional and national resource. If developed on a comprehensive, 
y multiple-purpose basis, the Columbia will provide us with low-cost 
t. power for many years to come, as well as with other needed public 
Y benefits. 
k The National Hells Canyon Association has contended since 1953 
that only through the maximum, comprehensive development of the 
h Columbia on a multple-purpose basis will be realized the full power 
potential of the river, at the lowest possible cost, and with the widest 
1, distribution of benefits. In other words, we feel that the best ap- 


proach to river development will also prove to be the best approach to 
y the power problem. 
rs Any Federal agency established to produce as well as market hydro- 
e- electric power in the Columbia Basin will find itself involved in 
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questions of overall river development planning and policy. There 
is no way to avoid the larger subject of comprehensive river develop- 
ment. If it should prove to be desirable, from the standpoint of prac- 
tical administration, to separate the production of power as well as 
the marketing of power from other areas of Federal river development, 
then we feel that such a decision should be made only with close 
reference to the development of flood control, navigation, fish and 
wildlife, irrigation, and other public benefits. 

In other words, if a separation of responsibilities for Columbia 
River development will have the real effect of expediting the overall 
development and conservation of this valuable natural resource in the 
public interest, then we have no argument with such a division of 
authority. But, in our opinion, there is only one way to make sure of 
such a judgment, and that is to test it against the larger context of 
comprehensive planning and development. 

The legislation which has been presented for our consideration does 
require the Corporation to consider all multiple-purpose uses in plan- 
ning and scheduling construction of new hydroelectric projects, and 
to coe projects which will most fully develop all the benefits of 
the resource. 

However, the Corporation is not given authority either to plan or 
to finance construction of projects or portions of projects for purposes 
other than the production of power. 

Therefore, if the Corporation is to fulfill its obligation under the 
terms of this bill to assist in securing “the fullest practicable com- 

rehensive development of the resources of the Columbia River and 
its tributaries,” other agencies of the Federal Government will have 
to carry the responsibility for overall planning and for securing 
financing for those other benefits. 

It would be contrary to our experience of the past several years for 
us to assume that this will be done automatically. It is the very fact 
that presently constituted Federal agencies, as a result of shortsighted 
national policies and selfish political pressure from private power 
companies, have abdicated their responsibilities for development on 
a comprehensive basis, that led to this idea for a Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation to take over the area of power production. 

Our examination of this draft legislation leads us to conclude that 
the Congress of the United States should give careful consideration 
to the entire problem of comprehensive river-basin development before 
enacting legislation dealing solely with power production and mar- 
keting. This bill should be considered part of an essentially unified 
whole. 

Dividing authority for the development and management of the 
many benefits of an essentially indivisible river will require, in our 
opinion, wisdom even greater than Solomon’s. We are confident that 
a review of this bill as one part of a whole problem will lead to its 
improvement and strengthening, and to the passage of other legis- 
lation needed to secure the full development of the Columbia for all 
public benefits. 

We would like to draw the committee’s attention to one pitfall in 
the draft under consideration that could and should be removed by 
a broader approach to the problem: This bill recognizes and attempts 
to overcome the disorganizing effect of the appropriations process on 
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the orderly expansion of power facilities, by giving the Corporation 
authority to plan and budget expansion, and to finance it through the 
sale of revenue bonds. This procedure is based on the sound assump- 
tion that money spent on power facilities is an investment that will 
more than be repayed over the years. This procedure will have the 
very desirable effect of getting power facilities built when and as they 
are needed. 

However, given any scheduled multiple-purpose project in the basin, 
this whole system could break down and become useless under terms 
of the present bill. While the Corporation could finance the power 
features of multiple-purpose dams, other agencies would have to go 
through regular appropriations processes for funds to finance the 
so-called nonreimbursable features. This is a serious weakness in the 
present draft legislation; but we feel that it can be overcome by 
approaching the bill from the full development standpoint. 

In order to facilitate such an overall approach, I would like to 
suggest at this time that the Pubic Works Committee coordinate fur- 
ther consideration of this bill with its consideration of the Arm 
engineers revisions of House Document 531. The Army’s report will 
be released later this week, and will be presented to the Public Works 
Committee after further public hearings. 

It is our opinion that the Public Works Committee should judge, 
after it receives the Army’s final report, just what sort of planning 
job the corps is doing out here. From the standpoint of this bill in 
particular, it will be interesting to note how much of the basin’s 
undeveloped potential of 30 million kilowatts the corps now proposes 
for development. 

In preliminary hearings on the corps’ review work last year, we 
objected to the downgrading of multiple-purpose development goals 
which we found in the Army’s early information releases. I would 
like to have permission to submit that testimony in the record of this 
hearing, in ficht of the importance of overall planning to the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation bill. If the committee holds 
further hearings on this bill, we will appreciate having the opportu- 
nity to make additional comments on the corps’ final report. 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL HELIS CANYON ASSOCIATION ON THE REVIEW OF 
House DocuMENT 531 By THE U.S. AkRMy Corps OF ENGINEERS, PRESENTED AT 
PORTLAND, OREG., NOVEMBER 15, 1957, By J. T. MARR, PRESIDENT 


My name is James T. Marr. I am executive secretary of the Oregon State 
Labor Council, AFL-CIO, with offices at the Labor Temple, Portland, Oreg. 

I am appearing today as president of the National Hells Canyon Association, 
1135 Southeast Salmon Street, Portland, Oreg., an office I have held since the 
association was incorporated in July 1953. 

The National Hells Canyon Association is a nonprofit organization, composed 
of the chief farm, labor, and consumer-owned electrical organizations in the 
four Pacific Northwest States. Through our member organizations, the asso- 
ciation represents more than half of the people of the Pacific Northwest. In 
addition, we have the active support of numerous interested organizations and 
individuals in all other parts of the United States. 

The broad purpose behind the work of the National Hells Canyon Association 
since 1953 has been to secure the maximum comprehensive development of the 
Columbia River and its tributaries for the benefit of all the people of our region 
and Nation. At the time the association was organized, the people of the Pacific 
Northwest were without organized defense against the attempts of the private 
utilities to gain control of our river resources, and to develop only a fraction of 
their great, multiple-purpose potential for single-purpose power production. The 
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traditional opposition of Federal agencies to this piece-meal program of the 
private power companies was suddenly removed. 

The National Hells Canyon Association was formed to help fill the need for 
representation of the public interest in proceedings before the Federal Power 
Commission, the courts, and Congress. Our main emphasis has been on develop- 
ment of the Middle Snake River, on high Hells Canyon Dam and on eventual 
construction of Nez Perce Dam, since that area was the first and most seriously 
threatened. 

In formulating the statement which follows, we have been guided by our con- 
cern for the public interest in maximum, comprehensive, multiple-purpose de- 
velopment of the Columbia River and its tributaries. The Columbia River is 
the greatest natural resource our region possesses. It belongs to all the people 
of our region and our Nation. It must be developed with the public interest 
eonstantly in mind. We have, therefore, viewed the corps’ review work from 
that standpoint. 

I. INADEQUACIES OF FACTUAL PRESENTATION 


We find it necessary and in the public interest to object to certain methods 
of factual presentation used by the Corps of Engineers in the course of this 
review, including both information bulletins, the first dated June 9, 1956, and 
the second dated September 28, 1957. 

While the corps could not be expected to give exhaustive factual information 
in either of these public releases, what information it has given has been pre- 
sented in such a manner as to mislead the lay public on certain matters vital 
to their understanding of the important issues involved in Columbia Basin de 
velopment. 

Before we go further, we wish to state that the problem of presentation is 
one which is left entirely to the Army Engineers’ discretion. Therefore, when 
we state that the corps has deliberately misled the public in these information 
bulletins, we understand that the Corps, in using its conscious discretion in in- 
cluding certain facts, omitting others, and combining still others in certain 
ways, was probably acting within its rights. Our purpose in objecting to the 
particular manner of presentation, however, is to expose the particular bias 
of the Corps of Engineers as that bias is revealed through a careful analysis 
of the information bulletins. 

Our analysis of the information bulletins shows that the corps has exhibited a 
marked bias in favor of private-utility projects; a bias in favor of less than 
full development of the Columbia and its tributaries; a bias against full develop- 
ment of the hydroelectric and water storage potential of the Snake River Basin; 
a specific bias against Nez Perce and Hells Canyon Dams; and an unwarranted 
willingness to accept minimum development goals instead of maximum goals. 


Information bulletin of June 9, 1956 

1. On page 3 of this bulletin the status of storage projects in the main control 
plan is summarized and the present outlook for development of those sites is 
given. The storage contribution of Hells Canyon Dam to control the 1894 flood 
is given as 2,600,000 acre-feet, and is compared with the total usable storage of 
Brownlee Dam at 1 million acre-feet—all of which would have to be used in a 
flood comparable to 1894—together with the total usable storage of Pleasant 
Valley Dam of 500,000 acre-feet. 

First, it is misleading to compare only part of the 3.8 million acre-feet of 
Hells Canyon storage, all of which is valuable from the standpoint of power 
production and the control of other types of floods, with the total usable storage 
capacity of Brownlee Dam. 

Second, no mention is made of the fact that Pleasant Valley Dam is not part 
of the Hells Canyon reach, but rather is a part of the Nez Perce reach and that 
therefore the 500,000 acre-feet of Pleasant Valley storage would actually dis- 
place 4,800,000 acre-feet of Nez Perce storage. 

The actual comparison should have been 8.6 million acre-feet of usable storage 
against 1.5 million for Brownlee and Pleasant Valley Dams, an outstanding dif- 
ference of 7 million acre-feet of storage capacity. 

2. On Page 4 of the June 9 bulletin, the statement is made that “No projects 
are being considered at this time on Salmon River in Idaho because of the im- 
portance of that stream to the anadromous fishery resource.” That was the only 
reason given in the bulletin for excluding the Nez Perce and other Salmon River 
projects from the current review—an exclusion made more emphatic by the ab- 
sence of the Salmon River from the map on plate 2. 








SS ee SES FL 


at 
[S- 


ge 
if- 


ts 
m- 
Ly 
er 
i b- 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 795 


However, in response to a request from the National Hells Canyon Association 
that the Nez Perce project be included in the current review, we received the 
following information from the division engineer, in a letter dated December 
14, 1956 : 

“* * * A restudy of the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley reach of the 
Snake has not been included in the restudy because : 

“(a) It appears very likely that action of the Federal Power Commission will 
be consummated before completion of our study. 

“(b) A substantial amount of factual data on projects studied by the corps 
and the Bureau of Reclamation in this area are contained in House Document 
531 and Senate Document 51. 

“(c) The hearing granted by the Federal Power Commission will offer an 
opportunity for full presentation of views and facts by opposing interests for the 
consideration of the Commission. 

“(d@) Expenditure of our very limited funds for investigations on a somewhat 
parallel and probably ineffective basis was not considered warranted.” 

And in another letter from the division engineer, dated April 5, 1957, notifying 
us that Nez Perce would be included in the current review, the reason for that 
project’s exclusion at the start of the study was explained again as follows: 

“* * * it has been our position that reference of the Mountain Sheep and 
Pleasant Valley proposals of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. to the Federal 
Power Commission, as a license application in conformance with procedures 
established by Congress, also placed primary decision with respect to this reach 
of the river into the hands of the Federal Power Commission. Accordingly, 
further expenditure of funds by the Corps of Engineers was not considered war- 
ranted or appropriate so long as the Federal Power Commission retained the 
authority to render a final decision.” 

Nowhere in either of these letters is mention made of the fish problem as having 
been controlling or even significant to the corps’ decision to exclude Nez Perce 
from the present study together with other Salmon River projects. On the 
contrary, the decision seems to have been dependent upon the actions of the 
Federal Power Commission, which has shown the extent of its regard for the 
preservation of anadromous fish resources in the past by its issuance of licenses 
for the Pelton project on the Deschutes and the Mayfield and Mossyrock projects 
on the Cowlitz River without any final proof that fish could be safely passed over 
any of those high dams. 

The decision to include the Nez Perce and other Salmon River projects in the 
review was based on the recommendation of the Federal Power Commission staff 
that a license for Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley Dams be denied, and that 
instead Pacific Northwest Power Co. be issued a license to construct Nez Perce 
Dam. However, a public request to the corps for inclusion of the Nez Perce 
project in the current review, for the purpose of assessing its value as a potential 
Federal project which would be built only when the fish problem is known to be 
completely solved, was not worthy of comparable attention. 


Information bulletin of September 27, 1957 


1. The inclusion of Nez Perce in this bulletin, for whatever reason, is hearten- 
ing. It shows up as one of the best projects in the whole basin, and the only legiti- 
mate difficulty which prevents its construction is the problem of passing finger- 
lings over it or around it. We were very pleased to learn from the corps that 
construction of Nez Perce Dam will not lead to the destruction of any spawning 
areas of the Salmon River, which has been a big problem even on some main 
river dams. However, the corps has not done Nez Perce justice in the informa- 
tion bulletin, especially in table IT. 

It is difficult to comprehend the purpose or the value of table II, especially 
since the corps itself seems to take a contradictory and confusing approach to 
it. The statement is made on page 11 that it “is not to be inferred from the 
presentations in table II that the recommendations in the forthcoming report 
will adhere necessarily to any one of the ‘levels’ depicted in this table,” and that 
“many adjustments in these ‘levels’ are possible.” 

That is followed by a statement, however, that makes us more cautious in 
coming to a conclusion about the corps’ purpose in using the table at all: “It is, 
however, considered to be one of the prime objectives of the study to indicate the 
manner in which the water resources of the Columbia River Basin can be most 
efficiently and fully developed.” 

We are led to wonder, by the last statement, whether the corps is trying to 
give the impression that level 4 contains the projects which will “most efficiently 
and fully” develop the basin’s resources. 
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Following are the various references to level 4 in table II which occur through 
the bulletin : 

“* * * Continued development of hydroelectric projects up to the level indi- 
cated as level 4 in table II, which constitutes a fairly full use of the remaining 
economic and feasible developments in the basin, will satisfy forecasted require- 
ments until about 1975. Assuming this development in effect, about one-third 
of the forecasted loads for 1985 will be supplied by thermal generation and in 
the year 2000, thermal generation will supply about two-thirds of the power 
needs” (p. 5). 

“* * * For a system having a reasonably full development of the basin’s 
water resources as illustrated by level 4 of table II, it is estimated that storage 
utilization would be in the range of 40 to 45 million acre-feet until sometime 
around the year 2000 and thereafter would gradually decline to a use level 
of about 30 million acre-feet” (p. 6). 

“* * * An approximate evaluation of a number of possible levels of storage 
development is summarized in table II. These several demonstrations embody 
those projects under study which are considered to be economically justified. 
The plans range from a relatively complete development (level 4) to one which 
satisfies only the minimum goal for flood control (level 1)” (p. 10). 

“* * * By 1970, the forecasted powerload will require a supply equal to the 
eapability of a system incorporating the projects of level 1. By 1975, the 
forecasted loads will require the capability of a system incorporating the 
projects of level 4” (p. 10). 

From the above quotations we see that there is little doubt that the corps 
is implying that level 4, of all the levels in table II, would give us the most 
complete development of our Columbia River resources. 

That this would be a totally wrong conclusion is easily demonstrated. If 
the 12.1 million acre-feet of Canadian flood-control storage were to be sub- 
tracted from the total contributed by level 4, the total flood-control storage would 
be 27.4 million acre-feet, which means that the level is actually lower than 
level 3 (which contains Nez Perce), and $100 million more expensive. 

Or, if Canadian storage were added to level 3, making it comparable to 
level 4—and there is no good reason why it shouldn’t be made comparable, 
since we have no control over whether or not Canada wili build those projects— 
the total flood storage contribution of level 3 would be 42.8 million acre-feet, 
greatly superior to level 4 (and therefore the true maximum in terms of this 
inadequate table II), and still $100 million lower in cost. With or without 
Canadian storage, level 3 is superior to level 4 when the two are compared on a 
fair basis, from the stand points both of benefits and of cost. 

Table II as a whole, and especially level 4, is prejudicial to the interests of 
full development and grossly misleading. The corps has even resorted to petti- 
ness in pushing lesser private projects. Rather than give an accurate and fair 
comparison of Nez Perce with its substantially inferior alternatives (all of 
which found a place in level 4, Nez Perce is listed only once in the whole table, 
and then disadvantageously. 

2. The information bulletin was specifically biased against certain projects on 
the Snake River. This is demonstrated again by chart I, which follows page 2 
of the bulletin, which attempts to minimize the flood potential of the Snake 
River by dividing it into three equal parts. Far from dividing anything else 
for the purposes of fairness, the chart joins together the Pend Oreille and 
Spokane Rivers, even though each is a separate main tributary of the Columbia, 
and even though they empty into the Columbia some 50 miles apart. Their joint 
contribution to the 1894 flood is thus pictured as twice as great as the sub- 
divided contributions of the Snake River. 

The fact that the chart divides the Snake River from itself above the mouth 
of the Salmon is particularly prejudicial to Nez Perce Dam, insofar as that 
dam would control both the Salmon and the Snake from a point below the mouth 
of the Salmon. 

Some note should have been made of the fact that the Snake River con- 
tributed 33 percent of the peak flow of the 1894 flood at The Dalles. 

8. The general need for storage projects is minimized by the bulletin. The 
whole treatment of storage, far from being comprehensive in its outlook, is 
divisive and misleading. 

A brief look at Honse Document 531 shows the shift in emphasis which has 
occurred in the corps’ treatment of this major problem since 1948: 

“762. With 125 million acre-feet of storage on Columbia River and tributaries, 
practically complete regulation of the river will be realized as indicated by the 
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data following. The mean annual flow of Columbia River at The Dalles for the 
period 1878 through 1946, without depletion allowances for ultimate irrigation, 
was 193,000 second-feet, or 140,500,000 acre-feet. With liberal allowances for 
ultimate irrigation, the mean annual flow would be 182,400 second-feet, or 132,- 
200,000 acre-feet. For the flow conditions of the 15-year power period 1928 to 
1942, inclusive, the mean annual discharge at The Dalles was 165,700 second- 
feet, or 120 million acre-feet, without allowances for ultimate irrigation. With 
allownaces for ultimate irrigation, the flow would be 154,250 second-feet, or 
112 million acre-feet. ; . — 

“763. On accomplishment of the ultimate storage in the basin, great flexibility 
in control and utilization of the water resources of Columbia River will be pos- 
sible. The control of all but very local floods would be assured and, in so doing, 
wide latitude would exist in the reservoir operation since only approximately 
40 million acre-feet of the 125 million acre-feet would be required for flood con- 
trol. Water so stored subsequently would be released to serve other multiple- 
purpose uses. The choice of reservoirs used to accomplish the necessary flood 
control would be varied in accordance with the distribution of the flood poten- 
tial on the several principal tributaries. As indicated on chart 3, about 32 
million kilowatts of firm power could be produced. As previously discussed in 
chapter II, approximately 8,100,000 acres of land could be irrigated. In addi- 
tion, navigation benefits would be realized through the increase in the low- 
water flow of the river from about 50,000 second-feet to more than 100,000 
second-feet, and interruptions to navigation would be eliminated as floods would 
be controlled. 

“764. Results of the preliminary study made to determine the ultimate poten- 
tiality indicate that 125 million acre-feet of storage could be constructed even- 
tually in the basin. This amount of storage would enable the water resources 
of the basin to be developed to a very high degree, thereby making possible ex- 
cellent control of the river and full exploitation of multiple-purpose uses of the 
water of the Columbia River and tributaries” (H. Doc. 531, pp. 305-306). 

Contrasted with that truly comprehensive and multiple-purpose approach to 

the basin’s storage objectives, the present report is woefully inadequate. 
The corps has attempted, in the September 28 information bulletin, to approxi- 
mate only the flood-control objective of 40 million acre-feet of storage. The 
multiple-purpose uses of our great river resource have been isolated one from 
the other, and the result is a severe downgrading of long-range goals. 

The corps has relied to an inordinate degree on Canadian storage to meet even 
the flood-control objectives of House Document 531. Level 4 in table II, the so- 
called fairly full level of development of the corps now proposes, would provide 
39.5 million acre-feet of flood-control storage, just short of the 40 million acre- 
feet of flood-control storage proposed by House Document 531. However, 12.1 
million acre-feet of that amount is assumed for development in Canada, even 
though it would be needed to control floods within the United States. 

Again, from the standpoint of flood-control storage, level 3 is superior to level 
4 when a fair comparison is inade. But nothing proposed by the corps in table 
II or in the information bulletin is adequate to meet the flood-control objectives 
of House Document 531. 

How much more extreme the discrepancies between the ultimate storage ob- 
jectives of House Document 531 and this report are when we compare the full 
125 million acre-feet of storage to 49 million acre-feet of power storage in level 
4of table II. If Canada should oblige us by utilizing every last inch of Canadian 
storage potential, it will not begin to make up for the waste of American storage 
which the corps has set forth in the information bulletin. 

The information bulletin subtly attempts to disarm us in our concern for full 
development of the basin’s storage potential, by saying that irrigation and in- 
creased generating installations at downstream dams will eventually lessen the 
need for water storage. 

Those ideas are only a minor part of a great truth. We can have more irri- 
gation projects in the Northwest if we build more dams and store more water 
for use when it is needed ; we can increase the generating capacity of downstream 
plants when we have enough upstream storage to regulate the river to the degree 
which will enable us to utilize the increased capacity more than 1 month out 
of the year, or 1 day out of the week. 

By using only part of the facts connected with the need for storage projects, 
the value of large, multiple-purpose dams such as Hells Canyon, Nez Peree, and 
Paradise has been distorted and severely underrated. 
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II. THE NEED FOR ORDER IN COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 


One of the most significant omissions in the summary of preliminary findings 
is a proposed schedule for the construction of those projects listed in any of 
the four levels of development found in table II. Granted that any of these 
levels is meaningful—and we contend that none of them is—does the corps pro- 
pose that all the projects within any of the levels should be constructed simulta- 
neously? If not, what order does the corps suggest for their construction? 

The omission of a schedule for construction of projects is significant for the 
main reason that order has been and is an integral part of comprehensive river 
basin development. Comprehensive planning takes into account the growing 
needs of a region. This point was accounted for thoroughly in House Docu- 
ment 531, which the corps is now reviewing. For what reason, and on what 
authority, does the corps now abandon the principle of orderly development 
and present us instead with a hodgepodge of projects, with the built-in impli- 
cation that the best of them will never be built? 

That corps has, by this omission, abandoned one of the chief principles of 
comprehensive development, can be seen by referring to House Document 531. 
In his letter of transmittal, Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, then Chief of Engineers, 
wrote : 

“The region is currently developing at an appreciably higher rate than the 
national average, and its economy is dependent to an unusual degree on efficient 
utilization of its vast water resources. Formulation of up-to-date plans for 
orderly and timely development of those resources is therefore essential. This 
report presents the most effective plan for such development” (H. Doc. 531, p. 1). 

“The comprehensive plan presented herewith is a carefully prepared frame- 
work within which the projects necessary for a progressive, balanced economy 
in the Pacific Northwest can be built step by step at the rate required to bring 
about the needed expansion of the region’s capabilities. Adoption of the plan 
at this time is essential for orderly and efficient development. A substantial 
part of the work proposed is urgently needed and should be authorized now 
for early construction. 

“Schedules for construction of the projects in the plan should be worked out 
to meet the needs, as foreseeable from time to time, for flood control, navigation, 
additional power, irrigation, and the related programs for soil and forest con- 
servation and other activities of the Department of Agriculture, fish and wild- 
life preservation, power transmission, and other purposes” (H. Doc. 531, p. 4). 

The report from the division engineer emphasizes the same idea in a manner 
which is especially pertinent to the corps’ present review work : 

“* * * The division engineer concludes that the various water resource 
problems in the Columbia River Basin can be solved satisfactorily only by 
adoption of a truly comprehensive plan of development, wherein all elements 
are carefully coordinated, both with respect to the immediate needs of each 
water use and with respect to the later expansion which will be necessary in 
the future. In no other way can it be assured that the optimum development 
of each water use will be accomplished in the best interests of each sub-basin, 
the region, and of the Nation as a whole; or that improvements made to meet the 
present needs will not block or interfere with the more extensive improvements 
that will be required in the future. The latter consideration is of primary 
importance since a project which would only partially utilize the capabilities 
of a site would constitute waste of a valuable national resource.” [Emphasis 
supplied. ] 

“* * * This report develops and presents a comprehensive and carefully inte- 
grated plan of improvement to provide for the present and immediate future 
needs of the region and also to provide for later improvements that will be 
required as the region expands. * * *” (H. Doc. 531, p. 337). 

The timing of construction of projects is an essential factor in full utiliza- 
tion of our river resources. In its 1948 report, the corps did not relinquish 
projects because certain interests were opposed to them. Rather, as House 
Document 531 shows again and again, the stress was on a plan whereby proj- 
ects which could be built, and which were immediately needed to serve the 
needs of the region, would be recommended for immediate authorization and 
construction. Other good projects, including Nez Perce and Paradise, were 
held for development at a later stage of the comprehensive plan. The com- 
bination of concern for the immediate needs of the region and concern for the 
long-range and future needs of the region enabled the corps in 1948 to con- 
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template the eventual full control of the Columbia River and the maximum 
utilization of its resources for the benefit of all the people of the region. 

The inroads on the 1948 comprehensive plan have been serious. They have 
come about largely through the advancement of single-purpose power proj- 
ects which would not develop the full potentials of power and other beneficial 
resources. Such projects have been advanced by special interests without 
national and regional responsibilities, and without concern for the whole pub- 
lic interest. They have been too readily accepted by Federal agencies which 
do have such responsibilities. 

The following statements on Nez Perce and Hells Canyon Dams are intended 
to be viewed in the foregoing context. 


Nez Perce Dam 


That Nez Perce Dam was given scanty consideration by the Corps’ Informa- 
tion Bulletin was commented on in another section of this statement. However, 
the fact that the corps envisions that our primary reliance on hydroelectric 
power will gradually begin to be replaced by a primary reliance on steam-gen- 
erated power about the year 1975, given a level of development comporable 
in effect to the “fairly full” level 4 in table IJ, implies that the corps is con- 
templating a time limit of about 17 years to complete major development of 
the Columbia River. This 17-year period, which is used by the corps to mini- 
mize the importance of achieving full development, can be viewed in another 
way which will show the advisability of insisting on eventual construction of 
Nez Perce Dam. 

The only meaningful argument used against holding the Ner Perce site 
open for eventual full development is that we need the power that will result 
from immediate partial development of the stretch of the Snake River involved. 
We do not contest that we need power, However, even under the inadequate 
provisions of level 4 in table II it is apparent that the power we need, need 
not come from the Nez Perce stretch of the Snake River. 

Fisheries biologists say that a maximum period of 10 years is needed to test 
downstream fish passage facilities which are presently under construction at 
several dams in the region; and to plan facilities which will guarantee pass- 
age of anadromous fish at Nez Perce and other high dams on the Salmon and 
other rivers in the basin. 

Considering the superiority of Nez Perce over the alternative projects pro- 
posed for construction on the middle Snake and Salmon Rivers, it is clear that 
the Corps should do its best to hold off development of the Nez Perce site until 
the fish passage problem is solved, even if that should turn out to be a 10-year 
period. In the meantime, other projects listed in the report (and many not 
included) which would have no effect on our fisheries resources, and which 
would be primarily designed for the generation of power, can be built. 

Nez Perce Dam is not only an example of the importance of orderly schedul- 
ing of hydroelectric projects to the principle of full development—it is also 
going to be either the beneficiary or the victim of such scheduling. 

In any event, the corps has no rational excuse for failing to recommend to 
Congress the eventual full development of the Nez Perce site. The corps is 
counting on some Salmon River projects—Nez Perce in level 3 and Crevice 
and Lower Canyon in level 4 of table IJ—in order to accomplish its inade- 
quate “fairly full” development program. Both Lower Canyon and Crevice de- 
pend equally upon a solution to the fish passgage problem which is delaying 
construction of Nez Perce. Neither can be built unless and until Nez Perce 
can be built with its superior power and flood-control benefits. Agencies of 
the Federal and State governments are working hard to solve the fish pas- 
sage problem at private dams. The corps and other Federal agencies should 
work harder, and certainly harder than they have been, to remove this only 
roadblock to construction of Nez Perce. 


Hells Canyon 


The Corps of Engineers should include the Hells Canyon project in this re- 
port, and should recommend its immediate construction to the Congress of the 
United States and to the administration. This report cannot pretend to be 
comprehensive or complete without it. 

The fact that the Federal Power Commission has issued a license for the 
construction of three small dams in the Hells Canyon stretch of the Snake 
River can no longer be used by the corps as a justification for leaving the 
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Hells Canyon project out of this report. During the time that the Bureau 
of Reclamation was studying the feasibility of a higher dam at the Pleasant 
Valley site, the corps indicated to us that it was cooperating with the Bureau 
in that study. A higher dam at the Pleasant Valley site would flood out one or 
possibly two of the sites which are covered by Idaho Power Co.’s FPC license. 
The argument that an FPC license is sacred seems to depend upon what al- 
ternate project is being discussed at the moment. 

The Congress of the United States has now specifically refused to grant the 
Department of the Interior permission and funds to conduct a study of high 
Pleasant Valley Dam, and any reference to that project as a possible “‘com- 
promise” to middle Snake River development would thus appear to be highly 
out of order. 

On the other hand, the Senate of the United States voted in June to authorize 
high Hells Canyon Dam, and the bill is now before the House Interior Committee 
for action at the next session of Congress. It appears a little peculiar that Hells 
Canyon Dam is missing from this report under those circumstances. 

We have asked the Corps of Engineers in the past to include Hells Canyon, 
We ask again that it be included. The people of the Northwest have demon- 
strated again and again that they want Hells Canyon Dam, and that they do 
not want Idaho Power Co.’s projects in its place. From a political standpoint, 
these demonstrations of the public’s opinion have been most effective; we hope 
they will move the Corps of Engineers to a more liberal position. 

Brownlee Dam, far from being an obstacle to construction of Hells Canyon, 
has provided us with a constantly growing reason for continuing our efforts on 
behalf of the high dam. Even before it is completed, Brownlee is obsolete. Costs 
have far exceeded estimates. The inadequacy of its planning was proved force- 
fully last February when its cofferdams were washed out, which was due mainly 
to a poorly designed diversion system. 

Idaho Power Co. has indicated by its actions that the financial success of 
the project will probably be dependent upon a Federal subsidy of some sort. 
First there was an attempt to get a fast tax writeoff which woyld have amounted 
to over $300 million in extra profits to the company, at the expense to the Federal 
Treasury of many millions more. Now, according to Senators Murray and Mag- 
nuson, the company is proposing that Bonneville Power Administration subsidize 
it with low-cost power from our Federal system. 

Brownlee Dam, even if it should ever be completed, will drain more from 
our region than it will add to it. With its high-cost output and its interference 
with full development, Brownlee can be written off more cheaply than it can be 
sustained. 

The Corps of Engineers, as the Nation’s chief planning agency, has a respon- 
sibility to the people of this region to help present to the Congress and to the 
Administration the need for immediate authorization and construction of high 
Hells Canyon Dam. We do not intend to diminish our efforts to get the high 
dam authorized, for it will be feasible and necessary no matter how much of 
Brownlee Dam is completed. If our efforts don’t succeed in 1958, we will try 
again in 1959 ; and, if need be, we will try in 1961. 

The construction of Hells Canyon Dam will provide us with the means to 
return to a sound, orderly program for the full—not just “fairly full”—compre- 
hensive development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. Full develop- 
ment of the Hells Canyon site will help make it possible to fully develop the 
Nez Perce site at a later date, when the fish problem has been completely solved. 


CONCLUSION 


Since the Corps has not yet presented us with a plan, a firm plan for the 
full development of the Columbia River and its tributaries and a schedule for 
that development; and since the indications we have been presented so far in 
the information bulletin are that the Corps is disregarding the full public in- 
terest in its review work, and that the Corps is departing from the high stand- 
ards for river development set out in House Document 531; we consider it nec- 
essary to ask the Corps at this time to delay its final report until such time as 
that report is reconciled to the public interest in full, multiple-purpose compre- 
hensive development of the Columbia Basin. 

Considering our many objections to the information bulletins detailed above, 
we also suggest that the Corps plan for a later public hearing to give the 
people of this region an opportunity to understand the scope and consequences 
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of the Corps proposals to Congress, and a further opportunity to express their 
views. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Miss Baker. I just want to ex- 
plain, in answer to one criticism that you voiced, about not writing in 
features for river development, such as navigation and flood control, 
and so forth. It has been our purpose to narrow this bill to power 
development only so we do not interfere with other existing agencies 
of the Federal Government in their path of responsibilities, and for 
that reason we have narrowed this strictly to power development. I 
wanted you to understand that. 

Mis Baxer. Yes. We just felt that it possibly—some thought 
should be given to figuring out ways to coordinate the appropriation 
with the power. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Miss Baker. 

Mr. Lyle A. Dunston is the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF LYLE A. DUNSTON 


Mr. Dunston. Senator Neuberger, my name is Lyle A. Dunston. 
I live at 5105 Northwest 137th, Portland, Zone 10. 

The proposed modifications of the Bonneville Act seek to include 
a resource planning picture for the Pacific Northwest and to improve 
load growth of operation in the system so that less energy will be 
wasted through the operation. The only question is the desirability of 
such an aim, and no one will question that. 

Under the present resource planning, neither the Federal agencies 
nor the private utilities and municipalities have the responsibility 
of meeting the requirements of the area. Without the clearcut allo- 
cation of such responsibility, private utilities find difficulty in financing 
new powerplants in the face of unknown future Government competi- 
tion, and Federal agencies cannot plan new resources with any as- 
surance that the Congress will provide funds for such projects when 
they are needed. 

onsequently, the Northwest suffers as evidenced by the load growth 
in World War II, and the last analysis of the load growth shows little 
improvement in the resource picture. This is almost as much due to 
the lowering of the load forecast as additional resources coming in in 
the previous studies. 

It is certainly hoped that the responsibilities of the Corporation are 
such that the resource planning will be on a stable basis for both pri- 
vate and Federal planning so that it can go on without the area suf- 
fering. Actually, the load growth, I believe, in this area is around 
514 or 6 percent a year, whereas the load growth in the country as a 
whole must be somewhat over 7 percent, and that’s developed as a 10- 
year national average. 

During low-water years, since Grand Coulee project went into oper- 
ation, never has the reservoir been empty, even though in most of these 
years additional energy could have been generated and sold, and the 
reason for this energy being wasted is that the water had to be held 
in reservoirs to protect firm loads in the statistically probable eventual- 
ity that critical stream flows would occur. 

Provision for the corporation to purchase steam energy and acquire 
steam generating facilities is a threat to this situation. The manage- 
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ment of this corporation is considerably more cumbersome than the 
present administrator setup. This is undoubtedly necessary with 
the larger responsibilities entailed. However, it is hoped that the 
management can be as nimble to act quickly in emergencies as the 
present setup. 

Just 17 years ago last night, on a very few hours notice, Bonneville 
employees stationed themselves on guard duty at strategic points, and 
they were on duty again for Monday morning. During the war, tur- 
bines and generators designed for the Shasta project were installed for 
temporary service at Grand Coulee, and even though they were oppo- 
site rotation and different rating than the intended units, the installa- 
tion difficulties were overcome, and much electrical energy was pro- 
duced. Such things don’t happen without a working force and man- 
agement. 

It is noted that the corporation can be financed up to three-quarters 
of a billion dollars at the interest rate at the average rate on market- 
able obligations of the United States. This again points up the need 
for the highest quality of management since this corporation is larger 
than is any corporation prior to the formation of United States Steel 
in 1901. All investors are captive taxpayers. Eighty percent or more 
live more than 2,500 miles from the projects, and the interest rate on 
their investment will be about 3 percent, which is about half of what 
they would expect to receive if they invested of their own free will in 
some other project. This is because the interest is based upon the 
desirability of investing in the U.S. Government, rather than investing 
in constructing facilities which are being financed subject to risk, in- 
cluding technological obsolescence. The interest rate is a very impor- 
tant and sensitive factor when constructing long-life power facilities. 
The feasibility of projects hinges on the interest rate and also the type 
of facility itself may differ with the interest rate. At a low interest 
rate, a steel tower line may show the lowest integral cost than the cost 
of some other type of line. Also, the interest rate may dictate whether 
a concrete dam is built, or whether the dam shall have a powerhouse 
or outdoor unit. In that latter respect, I don’t believe the Federal 
Government has constructed any major project on the Columbia with- 
out a powerhouse. In recent years, practically all the private dams 
have an outdoor unit without the powerhouse. 

Section 3(e) provides that with respect to each project there is 
evidence that it is economically sound—I haven’t quoted it entirely 
here—including estimates of costs and benefits. This leaves the ques- 
tion open as to whether the benefits and costs have to be as favorable 
on an overall basis as on an incremental basis. That is, can we add 
an uneconomical increment to a project, so long as the overall project 
is economical? If a dam shows a fair benefit-to-cost ratio and it’s 
290 feet high, is it also favorable when built 300 feet high? If the 
benefit-to-cost ratio with the addition of the 10 feet is unfavorable, 
should the dam be built to 300 feet? In Government projects, this 
has been done. Private companies rarely have done it. 

The question goes still further, and there is a definition of “project.” 
Section 8 could be interpreted as a series of dams, rather than a single 
dam, and thus a series of dams showing a favorable benefit-to-cost 
ratio could include an individual dam with an unfavorable cost ratio. 

I have a couple more technicalities and I'll finish. The Bonneville 
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Act provides that the Administrator shall maintain his principal 
office in the vicinity of the Bonneville project. Portland is the near- 
est city of consequence within this vicinity. The proposed revision 
Brae only that the principal office be within the Pacific Northwest. 

am sure that all Oregon residents would be quite concerned over 
having this principal office moved from Portland with a loss of a 
$4 million or $5 saillion payroll, 

The Bonneville Act provides that rate schedules shall be approved 
by the Federal Power Commission, and apparently the revisions do 
not contain this provision. It appears unfair to the consumer to 
take away potential protection from regulatory commissions respect- 
ing the rates chewaat hie by capitalistic industry. 

It would combine the judicial and administration function the 
same way, and that would be undesirable. 

I notice we’ve had a couple of questions this afternoon. One of 
them was: Have people in Oregon ever been hurt by the preference 
clause? I don’t know whether this is being hurt or not, but in 1952 
and 1953 we had a severe power shortage. In November of 1952, 
power was curtailed. As a resident of Portland, I paid a 10-percent 
surcharge on my bill for a time to help pay for steam heat, whereas 
residents of Seattle did not have to pay any surcharge. I don’t know 
whether the preference clause helped the people of Seattle or hurt 
the i of Portland, but that was the situation. 

Another question came up which had to do with the power shortage 
which we will have in 7 years. This is based on last year’s analysis, 
which is based on the Federal projects authorized and under con- 
struction, and on Federal projects on which licenses have been granted, 
so that under critical water conditions, firm load would exceed re- 
sources in 7 years, and under median water conditions in 9 years. 
The present year analysis, which is not yet complete, to my knowledge 
will show substantially the same thing. 

That’s all I have to offer. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Dunston. You mentioned the 
preference clause. If you have examined our proposed amendment to 
this bill, the preference clause is to keep any one State or locality 
from monopolizing the power. 

Mr. Dunston. Fes, T’ve read it, but I am not a lawyer and wouldn’t 
understand the meaning of it. It appears to be a great improvement 
if it’s apportioned to States without relation to power within the 
States, especially from the standpoint of Oregon. 

Senator Nreupercer. Thank you very much. What is your pro- 
fession? I’m interested in the technical details you’ve gone into. 

Mr. Dunston. I’m a licensed engineer of New York State. I have 
made a couple of analyses on digit computers on the Columbia River, 
and one for the city of Seattle. 

Mr. Linpe. There’s one point I wanted to ask you. You said at the 
beginning that the load growth had not been as fast as expected. 

Mr. Dunston. I meant to say it was less than expected. In the 
whole of the United States, I believe it doubled in 10 years, whereas 
the load growth in the Northwest was not as great. 

Mr. Linpr. My question is whether you think this is part of the 
function of price. You have low-cost power. 
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Mr. Dunston. No. We have lower costs than the country as a whole. 
I don’t think it’s a function, but uncertainty in planning. I know 
that—well, I don’t know which is the cause and which is the result. 

Senator Neusercer. Do we have a higher per capita consumption 
of power than elsewhere in the country. 

Mr. Dunston. Yes, we have. The projected growth at the moment 
is less than, for example, British Columbia. It’s tremendous there 
and also in many States of the United States. 

Senator Nevusercer. Do you think part of that is due to the fact 
that we have been gripped in the past 4 or 5 years in somewhat of a 
recession due to the declining lumber market, and that’s our prin- 
cipal payroll ? 

Mr. Dunston. I’m only an engineer, and not an economist or a 
lawyer. 

Senator Nevusercer. I just wondered if you thought that were a 
factor, was all. 

Mr. Dunston. Undoubtedly it is a factor. That’s a condition that 
upsets it. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Dunston. I ap- 
preciate your coming here. 

Mrs. Olga Wilson representing the Oregon State Grange. Mrs. 
Wilson, we’re glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. OLGA M. WILSON, MEMBER, OREGON STATE 
GRANGE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 


Mrs. Wixson. I am Olga Wilson, testifying for the Oregon State 
Grange. The Grange is the oldest farm organization in this State, 
having been organized in 1873. The Grange now has in the neighbor- 
hood of 28,000 individual members. We have subordinate and Po- 
mona Granges in every county in Oregon. 

From the time of its organization, the Grange has fully appre- 
ciated the value of the water resources of this region and has worked 
consistently to assure the development of their full potential for the 
greatest benefit of the general public. Conversely we have always 
vigorously opposed the exploitation of the water resources of this area 
by any special interest. No group in Oregon is more cognizant of 
just where the public interest lies in the hydroelectric development 
of this region than is the Grange. No group is more concerned that 
the public interest shall be protected and advanced than is the Grange, 
and it is in the public interest that we present this testimony today. 

At our State Grange session in June of this year, the delegates re- 
affirmed the hydroelectric power development policy of the Oregon 
State Grange and voted overwhelmingly to support the regional 
corporation concept as set forth in the following statement : 

Many new opportunities have arisen in the field of hydroelectric power de- 
velopment and distribution in the Pacific Northwest since the Oregon State 
Grange established its power policy and it therefore seems pertinent to review 
some of the basic reasons why the Grange established its policy of supporting 
public power. At the time our policy was set, only a tiny fraction of the hydro- 
electric potential of this region had been developed. As late as 1934 only about 
11 percent of the Nation’s farms were electrified and we were unable to get the 


private power companies interested in extending their service to cover the 
rural areas. In fact, the private utilities advanced the very novel theory that 
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all farmers who could afford electricity were being serviced and that it was 
not feasible to extend lines out into the rural areas. 

The Grange, with its historic concern for the welfare of rural people, re- 
fused to accept this line of reasoning and threw its weight into the great effort 
then being made by the advocates of public development and distribution of 
low-cost electricity to establish the Rural Electrification Administration for the 
purpose of setting up the machinery with which people in rural areas could get 
power for themselves. We won that struggle and today, in spite of the private 
power companies protestations that it “couldn’t be done” 97 percent of all of 
Oregon’s farms are electrified. 

Today we find the private power companies advancing the same type of rea- 
soning in an attempt to limit the development of the hydroelectric potential of 
this region, which in turn would curb and limit the industrial use of electricity 
in this area. Recently in Washington, D.C., Mr. Thomas Delzell, chairman of 
the board of Portland General Electric Co., said that when the hydroelectric 
dams now built or under construction are completed the Columbia River Basin 
will be from two-thirds to three-fourths harnessed. Actually, this is just about 
one-half of the development that would be economically feasible under the re- 
gional corporation program. This is exactly the same lack of vision and the 
same type of “small” thinking evidenced in the statements that it was not fi- 
nancially feasible to electrify more than 11 percent of the farms of the Nation. 

The Grange rejects this concept. Recognizing that the abundance or scarcity 
of low-cost electricity in a modern society largely governs the rate of agricul- 
tural and industrial productivity and the standard of living it reaffirms the 
historic policy of the Oregon State Grange that calls for the full development 
of the hydroelectric resources of this region. 

The time is at hand when the Oregon State Grange should establish a specific 
policy concerning the Columbia River Regional Corporation program. The pur- 
pose of the regional corporation is to establish a single agency, a Federal cor- 
poration, to develop the water resources of the entire Columbia Basin. This 
Corporation would have the authority to plan, to build, and to administer the 
development of the entire basin. It would be self-financing. It would absorb 
the Bonneville Power Administration. 

It is generally agreed that this is a financially feasible approach to the prob- 
lem of regional development. We have as an example what has happened in 
financing the Bonneville grid system. A report from the Office of the Comptrol- 
ler General shows that Pacific Northwest Federal power projects were $78,306,- 
820 ahead of schedule in repayments to the Federal Treasury at the end of the 
1957 fiscal year. In addition, the dams have returned $161,718,044 in interest 
payments. 

It is a matter of record that expansion of the Bonneville grid system has come 
to a halt. No new major projects have been authorized for Federal construc- 
tion since 19538. The effect of this is that, where we had an expanding economy 
in the Pacific Northwest States during the 12 year period ending in 1952, we 
now have had no new major industries in Oregon for the last 5 years. That 
the steady expansion of the preceding 12 years was based on the abundance of 
low-cost power from the BPA is aptly summed up in a report from the Stand- 
ford Research Institute made in 1951. This report stated “Any detailed ex- 
amination of the region’s manufacturing growth during the past 12 years must 
conclude that a large part of it has been due to the region’s ample supply of 
low-cost power, either directly or indirectly.” 

The Oregon State Grange pledges its support to the regional corporation 
concept as the best medium for the full development of the power resources 
of the Columbia River Basin. 


I want to make it perfectly clear that the Oregon State Grange fully 
supports the “preference clause” as it is written in the Bonneville Act. 
We are opposed to the inclusion of any language in any bill that might 
weaken it or hamper its operation. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mrs. Wilson. I want 
you to know that we appreciate your testimony. This bill doesn’t go 
quite as far in resource management as I think the Oregon State 
Grange would like to see it go, because, as you know, we have confined 
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it exclusively to hastening and facilitating power development so we 
don’t go into all the various ramifications which the Grange favors. 
I want you to understand that. 

Mrs. Witson. I thank you, Senator Neuberger. I do understand 
that, but I am quoting to you the policy of the Oregon State Grange as 
established by the delegates. 

Senator Neusercer. I understand that. I just wanted the record 
to show that we don’t go quite as far as the delegates to the Oregon 
State Grange might wish us to do in this bill. Thank you, Mrs. Wil- 
son, very much, 

I want to note for the record that I am doing my best to provide as 
fair, accurate, and complete hearing transcript as might be provided 
for my colleagues and as they would wish, and we’re trying to include 
everything in the record, both favorable and adverse, so far as this 
legislation is concerned. 

Vith that in mind, I want to include the following items in the 
official hearing record: First is an editorial from the Oregonian on 
November 26, entitled “Sound Legislation for Federal Power” ; second 
is an item from the Oregon Journal of December 2, entitled “River 
Report Said Silenced,” by Mr. Roulhac Hamilton, referring to the 
fact that a report by the Comptroller General of the General Account- 
ing Office on the original version of this bill did not appear in the 
original hearing volume which we have, dated May 21, 22, 23, and 
June 5, and I’m going to ask Mr. Mapes that this particular article by 
Mr. Hamilton from the Journal be followed by the full text of the 
Comptroller General’s report, to which reference is made in this arti- 
cle, so that this second volume of the hearings can be complete; third, 


I’m going to include in the hearing record a summary of an address on 
the regional corporation proposal which I delivered to the League of 
Women Voters in Portland on December 3, 1958. 

(The complete editorial from the Oregonian, the article from the 
Oregon Journal, the report of the Comptroller General, and the sum- 
mary of Senator Neuberger’s address to the League of Women Voters 


follow :) 


[The Oregonian, Nov. 26, 1958] 
SounpD LEGISLATION FOR FEDERAL POWER 


The Senate bill to establish a Federal power corporation in the Pacific North- 
west has been thoroughly revised by the staff of the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee. It now merits the sincere support of all economic and geographic in- 
terests, so far as its major provisions are concerned, in the field hearings open- 
ing December 8 under the chairmanship of Senator Richard L. Neuberger. 

This newspaper has advocated such a corporation, designed to supplant the 
Bonneville Power Administration and to get on with the Columbia Basin’s power 
development program with the help of self-financing, for the past 6 years. It is 
gratifying that most of the policies we have approved have now been included in 
this proposed legislation. ‘Spokesmen for the Northwest Public Power Associa- 
tion, which sponsored the bill introduced in Congress last session “by request,” 
have gone a considerable distance to meet objections raised by private power 
interests, irrigationists, and residents and officials of the States of Oregon, Idaho, 
and Montana. We believe the big public power movement in the State of Wash- 
ington will continue to support the revised bill, now in the form of a committee 
print. 

The most important revision, so far as Oregon is concerned, is the inclusion of a 
strong “public utility responsibility” clause linked with a modification of the 
“preference and priority” clause which favors public power agencies in the 
Bonneville Project Act of 1937. 
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The public power preference in the purchase of Federal power has been 
enshrined in national law for many years as a means of preventing the 
monopolization of such power by private interests and of spreading the benefits 
of public development as widely as possible. 

But in the Pacific Northwest, we have come to the understanding that 
monopolization can become a two-way street. 

In the event of a future shortage in Federal power to meet all demands, 
the existing preference clause would operate to deprive customers of private 
utilities (in Oregon and elsewhere) and industries on which jobs depend of the 
energy they need. But it would operate to assure the publicly owned agencies, 
chiefly concentrated in Washington, of their contracted and anticipated supplies 
of power. 

The Senate bill to replace the Bonneville Administration—which sells the 
power generated at dams built and operated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation—with a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion attacks this problem of potential maldistribution in three specific ways. 
The new bill: 

(1) Relieves the Federal power system of the Northwest of its all-out 
dependence on congressional appropriations. By allowing the new Corporation to 
use its own surplus revenues and to issue up to $750 million in revenue bonds, it 
provides a solid base of financing for new projects which would continue to be 
built by the Army Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. 

(2) Instructs the corporation to meet a utility responsibility by scheduling 
and financing construction, or by buying or exchanging power, “so as to fulfill 
the net power needs of all members of the public who require its service as a 
wholesaler within the Pacific Northwest * * *.” 

(3) Authorizes the Corporation, in the event these efforts fail and a shortage 
develops, to distribute future supplies of power “so as to assure that there shall 
be no unreasonable geographic concentration of the power sold by the Corpora- 
Gon * * %.” 

It must be understood that it would be the dedicated purpose of a regional 
power corporation to so plan and finance the building of hydroelectric, thermal, 
and atomic power projects that all needs of the region not met by non-Federal 
generation would be met by the Corporation. But assurance is given that should 
demand exceed supply, the needs of all States would be adequately considered. 

This does not wipe out the preference clause. But preference would operate 
within a State, rather than being carried across State lines. This would benefit 
private utility customers and industries in Oregon, which has few public 
agencies. 

The new bill also wipes out the ‘‘veto” power of the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation over licenses for other projects, as it existed in the original 
bill. In addition, it recognizes validity of State water laws affecting irrigation, 
including appropriations from interstate rivers. 

The revised legislation contains other important provisions which will be dis- 
cussed on this page from time to time. In our opinion, this measure is basically 
sound and requires only minor amendments. We hope there will be widespread 
grassroots support for a program which promises so much to the people of the 
Northwest. 


{The Oregon Journal, Dec. 2, 1958] 
River Report Sarp SILENCED 


The Senate Public Works Committee was revealed today to have suppressed 
a report by the Comptroller General commenting adversely on proposed legisla- 
tion to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

No immediate explanation was available of the extraordinary and mysterious 
omission of the unfavorable report from printed records of hearings on the leg- 
islation before a Public Works Subcommittee headed by Senator Richard L. 
Neuberger, Democrat of Oregon. 

But an examination of the suppressed document provides a possible motive 
for its omission. 

Of all reports on the bill from interested Government agencies, the General 
Accounting Office report, signed by Comptroller General Joseph A. Campbell, 
provided the most sweepingly adverse analysis. 

The GAO is an agency which keeps watch for Congress on Government spend- 
ing. 
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The suppressed Campbell report was filed with the committee last March 18 
at the request of Chairman Dennis Chavez, Democrat, of New Mexico. Chavez, 
when the legislation first was introduced, requested reports on it from GAO and 
11 other interested Government departments. 

The comments of all of the 11 other departments were sent out in full in the 
same printed record of the subcommittee hearings from which the Campbell 
report was omitted. 

Since last spring’s hearings on the Development Corporation bill, a revised 
draft of the legislation has been prepared by Senator Neuberger. His subcom- 
mittee will hold hearings in Portland, Seattle, Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, and 
Kalispell, Mont., next week on the revised measure. 

While the Campbell report was directed specifically at the earlier draft, 
some of its adverse comments apply as directly to the revised form, which makes 
few concessions to Campbell’s major objections to the Development Corporation 
proposal. 

Some of Campbell’s criticisms, which would apply to the revised bill as well, 
include: 

1. Methods and media for disposition of federally generated power “are 
matters primarily for determination by Congress. Corporate entities are for 
the most part free from the normal safeguards set up by Congress to maintain 
adequate control over the conduct of the public business and the expenditure 
of public funds * * *.” 

2. The bill would repeal or vitiate numerous laws for improvement of naviga- 
tion, flood control, reclamation and other nonpower uses of Columbia Basin 
waters. 

3. The bill would largely finance the Corporation’s activities by unlimited 
issuance of bonds without positive congressional action and “we believe that 
Congress can most effectively control the activities and expenditures of govern- 
mental agencies through the appropriative process.” 

4. The method of establishing interest rates on Corporation bonds would result 
in a rate about 1 percent less than the cost to the Federal Treasury of money 
with which to purchase the bonds. 

5. Allocation of joint costs of multiple-purpose projects should be determined 
on a basis spelled out by Congress rather than by a three-man board provided 
for in the bill, but for which no standards are provided. 

6. Elimination of approval of power rates by the Federal Power Commission 
is unsound, and the Corporation should at least be required to consult FPC in 
establishing energy rates. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 18, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate. 


~ 


Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 5, 1958, acknowledged February 
6, requests our views on S. 3114. 

S. 3114 proposes to establish a Corporation to be known as the Columbia River 
Development Corporation and would in effect abolish the Bonneville Power 
Administration, created by the Bonneville Project Act of 1937 (16 U.S.C. 882), 
primarily for the purpose of marketing the electric energy generated at the 
Bonneville Dam, and transfer its functions to the Corporation. 

The methods and media to be used for the disposition of electric energy pro- 
duced by Federal facilities are matters primarily for the determination by the 
Congress. We are not convinced that a Corporation, such as proposed by S. 3114, 
would be a more satisfactory medium of carrying out the functions or programs 
proposed by the bill than would the more conventional Government agency. We 
generally have opposed the creation of new Government corporations unless for 
the most compelling reasons, because corporate entities for the most part are free 
from the normal safegaurds set up by the Congress to maintain adequate control 
over the conduct of the public business and the expenditure of public funds. 
Broad powers are usually vested in the board of directors to take action without 
regard to laws generally applicable to Government departments and agencies, 
and the expenditures of corporations, although subject to audit, are not subject 
to disallowance by the General Accounting Office. 

In our audit report to the Congress on the Columbia River Basin water re- 
sources development program for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1956 (B—114858), 
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we repeated our recommendation that the Congress designate specifically the 
agency to make allocations to purposes of construction costs of multiple-purpose 
projects, and to provide policies and criteria to be applied for making such alloca- 
tions, the results of which serve as a basis for establishing power rates. 

Although the proposed amendment does not specifically set forth the method to 
be used in the allocation of multiple-purpose costs to purposes served, it places 
exclusive responsibility therefor in the Corporation, limits specifically the pur- 
poses available for such allocation, and further prescribes that multiple-purpose 
costs shall be equitably allocated among the purposes to be served and meet the 
approval of the President. 

The words “as amended, is further amended by” should be substituted for the 
words “is amended by” in line 8, page 1, of the bill. 

Section 3 of the bill establishes a Board of Directors who shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the consent of the Senate, for a term, with certain 
exceptions, expiring 5 years after the expiration date of the term of his predeces- 
sor. No provision is made for removal of a Director after appointment for any 
reason and it is suggested that consideration be given in this respect to the 
addition of a clause similar to the proviso contained in section 4 of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Act (16 U.S.C. 831¢c(f)) that any member of the Board may be 
removed from office at any time by a concurrent resolution of the Senate and 
House of Representatives. 

Section 6 of the bill deletes the existing provision of section 2(e) of the Bonne- 
ville Project Act that all sales leases, or disposition of acquired real property or 
transmission lines must meet with the approval of the President. The removal 
of this restriction would vest in the Corporation an unlimited authority to dispose 
of public property in its custody and place such disposal outside the control or 
supervision of the Congress, the President, or any other established authority. 

The word “extent” in line 13, page 8, of the bill should be changed to “extend.” 

Section 7 would add a new section 2(g) (6) to the Bonneville Project Act 
which would grant the Corporation unlimited authority to make and carry out 
arrangements concerning any properties which have been or are to be destroyed, 
flooded, otherwise damaged, or endangered, as the result of any projects or 
activities of the Corporation. We see no necessity for granting such extremely 
broad authority to the Corporation. 

Under the present section 5(a) of the Bonneville Project Act, rate schedules 
for the sale of electric energy are subject to the approval of the Federal Power 
Commission. This provision would be eliminated by section 9 of S. 3114 and no 
comparable provision applicable to the rate schedules of the proposed Corpora- 
tion is included in 8S. 3114. We believe that consideration should be given to the 
desirability of requiring the Corporation at least to consult with the Federal 
Power Commission in establishing power rates. 

Section 15 would make the Corporation subject to the civil service laws but 
allows it to fix the compensation of its employees without regard to the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Employees of the Corporation are deemed to be officers and employees of 
the Federal Government and we believe that their compensation should be 
required to be governed by the provisions applicable to the comparable positions 
in the general schedule of the Classification Act. Section 15 proposes also to 
authorize the Corporation to deal collectively with its employees through repre- 
sentatives of their own choosing and to enter into written or oral contracts with 
such employees. This right given to the Corporation’s employees to unionize 
and bargain collectively with the Corporation places them in a preferred category 
not presesntly available to other Federal employees in comparable positions. 
Under the act of January 12, 1895, as amended (44 U.S.C. 40), the Public Printer 
is authorized to confer with selected employee committees in determining the 
rate of wages of Government Printing Office employees. However, such deter- 
mination is subject to approval of the Joint Committee on Printing, a congres- 
sional committee. We do not consider this provision as authority to grant 
through contractual provisions any rights which would be contrary to any 
provision of law such as section 1209 of the General Appropriation Act, 1951, 
64 Stat. 764. We feel, however, that the authority of Government agencies to 
deal collectively with their employees is a matter of policy to be considered 
in relation to all Government employees rather than on an agency by agency 
basis. See H.R. 6, 85th Congress, which presently is being considered by the 
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. We therefore recommend 
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that the last sentence of the proposed section 10(a)—lines 5 through 9, page 
22—be deleted. 

The word “Countrol” in line 4, page 25, should be “Control.” 

Section 16 of the proposed amendment, among other things, authorizes the 
Corporation to issue negotiable interest-bearing obligations, secured by a pledge 
of its revenues, to the extent required to finance its activities. We believe that 
the Congress can most effectively control the activities and expenditures of 
governmental agencies through the appropriation process. It is noted, how- 
ever, that section 12 of the proposed amendment would limit any construction 
of power facilities by the Corporation to those included in the annual budget 
program submitted to the Congress in accordance with the Government Cor- 
poraion Control Act. This requirement may be deemed by the Congress to be a 
satisfactory method of controlling new construction by the Corporation. 

Section 16 further provides that all negotiable obligations issued by the Cor- 
poration Shall be purchased by the Secretary of the Treasury as a public debt 
transaction and shall bear interest at the rate of 2% percent per annum. We 
are of the opinion that the financing of Government agencies or corporations 
by means of public debt authorizations is objectionable because (1) public 
debt transactions are substantive legislation which result in moneys being 
expended without review by the appropriations committees; (2) public debt 
authorizations are continuing and thus avoid the need for annual review by 
the Congress; and (3) public debt authorizations by combining program au- 
thority with funding tend to perpetuate programs that might not otherwise 
stand the test of congressional scrutiny. As an alternative, we recommend 
that annual appropriations be made to the Corporation in the amounts justified 
in its annual budgets. 

The criteria for determination of interest to be paid for the use of Federal 
funds has been the subject of discussion between this office, the Bureau of 
the Budget, and the Treasury Department in connection with H.R. 8332, 85th 
Congress, a bill to amend the Government Corporation Control Act. We have 
accepted the following language proposed by section 2(6) of H.R. 8332: “the 
rate of interest payable by any corporation subject to this Act * * * shall be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into consideration the current 
average market yields of outstanding marketable obligations of the United 
States having comparable maturities.” 

Regarding the liability to be assumed by the Corporation on account of 
congressional appropriations and for properties of the United States transferred 
to it, section 16 would provide that the rate of interest payable shall be “the 
average interest cost on all outstanding marketable interest-bearing obligations 
of the U.S. Treasury as computed by the Secretary of the Treasury as of June 
30th of the preceding fiscal year.” We have consistently recommended that 
the rate of interest on repayment of Federal investment (payout) should be 
based on the average long-term borrowing rate for several years and determined 
in consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury. This is consonant with 
the basis for determination of the interest rate for repayment of the Federal 
investment prescribed by the Bureau of the Budget in its Circular No. A-47, 
dated December 31, 1952. 

Section 17 would authorize, upon a determination by the President, the transfer 
to the Corporation of the exclusive use, possession, and control of all property 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the Army. 
and the Administrator of General Services, constituting a part of the Columbia 
River Power System. Section 8 of the bill defines the Columbia River Power 
System as including the facilities and properties of the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration and all Federal hydroelectric projects in the Pacific Northwest excepting 
only such specific nonpower facilities as do not constitute an integral part of 
any power dam or are not necessary for the operation of the project for the 
generation of power. Ninety-nine percent of the commercial power produced by 
the Federal Government in the Pacific Northwest originates with a group of 
projects interconnected by the transmission facilities of the Bonneville Power 
Administration and known collectively as the Columbia River Power System. 
These projects were built and are now operated and maintained by the Bureau 
of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers for many purposes in addition to the 
generation of electric power, such as irrigation, flood control, and navigation 
facilities. There also are several multiple-purpose projects which include power 
that have been authorized by the Congress, some of which are presently under 
construction. 
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Some of these projects were established primarily for flood control or naviga- 
tion purposes and therefore fall within the purview of section 2 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1936 (49 Stat. 1570), as amended, which provides that all improve- 
ments of rivers and other waterways for flood control and certain allied purposes 
shall be prosecuted by the Department of the Army under supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers. Examples of these are the Bonneville Dam project, authorized by 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 1028) and the Bonneville Project 
Act (50 Stat. 731), and the Lookout Point-Dexter project initiated by the Flood 
Control Act 1938 (52 Stat. 1222). 

Similarly, multiple-purpose projects which include power, authorized and con- 
structed primarily for irrigation purposes and falling within the purview of the 
Reclamation Act, appear to be under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Department 
of the Interior. In this category are the Columbia Basin project initiated by the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 1028, as amended by the Columbia Basin 
Project Act, 57 Stat. 14), and the Yakima project (Kennewick Division) author- 
ized by the act of June 12, 1948 (62 Stat. 382). To these may be added Bureau 
of Reclamation projects on the tributary rivers of the Columbia River, such as 
the Boise, Minidoka, and Palisades projects, which generate power sold at the 
site by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

While the amendment to section 7(f) of the Bonneville Project Act proposed 
by section 12 of 8. 3114 provides that the Corporation shall operate water-control 
projects in accordance with regulations of the Secretary of the Army authorized 
by law relating to flood control, it is not clear as to what laws govern the Cor- 
poration in its operation of multiple-purpose projects for other nonpower purposes 
such as irrigation. We believe the proposed legislation should be clarified in this 
respect. 

Records indicate that at June 30, 1956, the funds returned to the Treasury 
by the Columbia River power system were $77 million in excess of the funds 
required to meet the scheduled repayments. at that date. Net operating power 
revenues before interest on Federal investment increased from about $23 to $30 
million a year during the 6 years ended June 30, 1957. In this connection, 
Congress may wish to provide, as in the TVA Act (see. 26), that proceeds 
from power sales in excess of the amount considered necessary by the Corpora- 
tion’s Board of Directors for the requirements of conducting its business in 
generating, transmitting, and distributing electric energy shall be paid into the 
Treasury. 

We suggest that lines 15, 16, and 17 of section 19 (p. 34) be revised to read: 
“tion’ and by striking the pronouns ‘he’ or ‘his’ wherever such words appear 
therein with reference to the Administrator and substituting therefor the pro- 
noun ‘it’ or ‘its,’ respectively.” For example, see sections 2d and 2e of the Bonne- 
ville Project Act where the pronoun “his” is used. 

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please feel free to 
call us. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH A, CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





REGIONAL CORPORATION CAN HELP SOUND WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, 
NEUBERGER TELLS LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, DECEMBER 3, 1958 


Both the planning and the timing of major river development projects in 
the Columbia Basin could be substantially benefited by adopting a new corporate 
form of organization for the Bonneville Power Administration, Senator Rich- 
ard L. Neuberger told the League of Women Voters at their monthly luncheon 
meeting at the Washington Hotel, in Portland, Oreg. 

“But the corporation would be concerned only with power,” added the Oregon 
junior Senator, who is sponsoring the Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill in the Senate. 

“Responsibility for the priceless resource of water as such—in all its other 
beneficial uses—would remain with the same agencies, both Federal and State, 
which now exercise it. Problems of wise management definitely exist in non- 
power aspects of our water resources, but the power corporation bill will not 
try to solve these.” 

Water resource management has been in the national study topic of the 
League of Women Voters for the past year, and the Oregon Senator expressed 
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high praise for the “forward-looking choice of the league to study what will 
undoubtedly be the most vital and all encompassing resource question to face 
our next generation; namely, how best to use and conserve water. 

“The present and future wealth of our own Pacific Northwest is based on 
water making possible our matchless forests, our agriculture, the fisheries and 
navigation channels of the rivers, and our spectacular recreational facilities, 
as well as the lowest-cost waterpower in the Nation,” Neuberger stated. 

“The hard challenge of good management lies in keeping the development of 
these multiple uses in balance, so that none falls victim to an excessive preoc- 
cupation with some other use. And this is particularly difficult when we con- 
sider that competing economic special interests have millions of dollars at 
stake in every policy decision which is made.” 

Neuberger said that creation of the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation would “help restore such a balance to resource management in the 
Columbia Basin by assuring continuity of planning, continuity of financing, 
and continuity of power supply, all of which were also so detrimentally aban- 
doned in the changes of resource policy that accompanied the last change in 
national administrations.” He explained that this continuity would result from 
the following characteristics of the proposed corporation, 


1. PLANNING 


The corporation would be responsible for making continuous advance studies 


of the expected demand for its electric power, and of the new generating capacity 
it would need to meet this demand. It would join with the Federal project- 
building agencies (the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion) in preparing advance programs for construction and installation of power 
facilities in such projects. 


2. FINANCING 


The Corporation would be able to finance the power-allocated portion of 
Federal multipurpose project costs, as well as its own installations, from a capital 
budget repayable from the Corporation’s power revenues. It would recognize 
that these are reimbursable projects. The U.S. Treasury would be authorized 
to buy the Corporation’s bonds up to a total of $750 million. “This will assure 
the Corporation of the lowest possible interest cost for its capital financing, 
which is the most important single variable in water power costs,” Neuberger 
said. “Furthermore, Columbia River powerplants would be able to use their 
own revenues to assure a steady development, on schedule, of additional gen- 
erating facilities as they were needed.” 


8. POWER SUPPLY 


The Corporation would be given the statutory responsibility to make and fulfill 
contracts to meet demands made upon it by power distribution agencies and 
by large-scale industrial power users. Thus the Corporation would not supersede 
any utility system, whether public or private or nonprofit, which would still be 
free to continue to develop their own sources of generation; but it would stand 
ready to contract to meet their power needs in excess of their own generating 
capacity. 

Neuberger said that these three fundamental elements of the Corporation plan 
should effectively create confidence in a future low-cost power supply that could 
attract new industrial customers, and also end the fears of eventual scarcity 
which are at the root of much of the “peripheral controversy over the symbolism 
of the preference clause.” 

The Bonneville public-power preference clause is continued unchanged, but 
the new Corporation bill contains a clause to prevent unreasonable geographic 
monopolization of the Corporation‘s power output. 

“This new clause would go into effect only under exceptional circumstances 
when the Corporation, for any reason, foresees that it will not be able to fulfill 
its obligation to provide its customers with all the power that all of them 
demand,” Neuberger explained. “In that case, new power supplies becoming 
available would be subject to a prohibition against unreasonable geographic 
concentration. This would mean the administrators of the regional Corporation 
could prevent one State, for example, from monopolizing the output of kilowatts. 
It would have to share fairly with other States of the region. 
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“T am confident that no area within the Columbia River system could honestly 
claim that it would suffer or be unfairly discriminated against under this bill,” 
Neuberger added. 

In addition to the Columbia River Development Corporation, the Oregon 
Senator told his audience that a number of other questions of national policy 
deserved continued attention in the league’s studies of water resources. Among 
these he listed water pollution; protection of national forest watersheds; saline 
water conversion; and agreement with Canada over development of the upper 
Columbia Basin, upon which depend the great salmon runs of the Fraser River, 
as well as more water storage for flood control and power than can be easily 
matched on the U.S. side of the border. 

Senator Neuberger stressed what he termed the basic importance of the public 
utility responsibility clause in the new version of the Corporation bill. He said 
this clause made it incumbent upon the Corporation to keep ahead of demand in 
providing an ample power supply for the Columbia River Basin—whether this 
would be through hydroelectricity, nuclear power, or thermal sources such as 
steam. 

“If this public utility responsibility clause is adhered to, there would be no 
need to fear that workings of the preference clause would hurt Oregon,” he 
declared, “because the Corporation would generate enough power for everybody.” 

Yet, continued Neuberger, the proposed modification of the preference clause 
could keep one State such as Washington from obtaining more than a fair share 
of the energy, through its many public bodies. 

“However, it is significant to remember that within each State, the preference 
clause still would apply. This is necessary to assure the power supply of small 
REA cooperatives which have no generating sources of their own. Most fair- 
minded private utility executives realize the necessity of such a provision.” 

Neuberger also emphasized that the veto power over non-Federal projects, 
contained in earlier versions of the Corporation bill had been eliminated because 
of complaints voiced during hearings which he conducted in the National Capital 
last June. 

“The Corporation could intervene in such licensing proceedings,” he said, “but 
it could not exercise an absolute veto over FPC licenses.” 


Senator Neupercer. Our next witness is Mr. W. E. Buell, of the 
Engineers for Private Enterprise. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. BUELL; ACCOMPANIED BY L. E. 
KURTICHANOFF, PAUL D. CHRISTERSON, D. T. MASON, AND L. A. 
ANDRUS 


Mr. Buetx. The witnesses are all registered engineers, living in 
Portland, Oreg. 

Nine years ago the late R. F. Schanck of Portland, Oreg., in col- 
laboration with engineers of Seattle, Tacoma, and Spokane, Wash., 
and Boise, Idaho, mailed to other engineers of the Columbia River 
Basin, a statement detailing objections to the “Columbia Valley Ad- 
ministration” that socialistic-minded groups and the Truman admin- 
istration were then seeking to impose on the people of the Columbia 
Valley. 

The engineers to whom this statement was addressed were asked 
to express their views on the proposed legislation. Of approximately 
3,000 engineers addressed, 1,358 sent in answers to the question. 
Twelve of those answering were in favor of the CVA proposal, 1,346 
opposed it. 

The Congress never even voted on the proposed act. 

Today we are faced with a revival of this proposal. It has another 
name. On its face it is not so inclusive, but more powers have been 
given the administrators, the Congress’ control of the purse strings is 
to be bypassed. It is still socialism at the Federal level, with all the 
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arbitrary power of the sovereign marshaled against the individual 


and local groups. : 

Mr. Schanck has passed on to his reward since he organized the 
opposition to the CVA in 1949 and no one has emerged to take his 
place in organizing the opposition to this present-day scheme. But 
the undersigned engineers who supported him in opposition to S. 1645, 
8ist Congress, oppose S. 3114, 85th Congress, or any modification 
thereof, for the same reasons he enunciated in 1949. 

We include a copy of the statement sent to engineers in 1949, and 


ask that it be considered a part of this record. 
(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


INDEPENDENT ENGINEERS FOR PRIVATE ENTERPRISE, 
October 1949. 


FeLttow ENGINEER: A thorough study of the proposed Columbia Valley Ad- 
ministration law has convinced the engineers whose names are attached to this 
letter that it is undesirable and unnecessary for the proper development of this 
region. It contains provisions which would permit it to dominate agriculture, 
mining, forestry, power, irrigation, and other phases of the economic life of all 
the people of the Columbia Basin; would set up a new type of governmental 
control apart from our recognized, municipal, county, State, and Federal agen- 
cies. This control would be free from any practical checks or review. 

The proposed law, S. 1645, 81st Congress, provides three directors in complete 
charge. They are required to believe in the feasibility and wisdom of the Act. 
In other words, they must not have faith in American free enterprise. Its 
employees are not under civil service. It is not required to make purchases nor 
award contracts to lowest bidders. It may sell electricity at different rates to 
foster a preferred user or destroy another which it might wish to do. It can 
duly condemn or purchase nearly any sort of property and remove it from 
taxation. It may even violate the solemn treaties with Indian tribes and take 
their lands. 

The contention of CVA advocates that the proposed law is necessary to coordi- 
nate Federal agencies now existing in the Columbia Valley is not in accordance 
with the facts. All these agencies are part of the executive branch of our 
Government. To secure greater efficiency and coordination it is only necessary 
for the Chief Executive to exercise the authority and the duty placed upon him 
by the Constitution. Some rearrangement such as the Hoover Commission has 
recommended is desirable. But Mr. Hoover is on record as being opposed to an 
administration with coordination of authority. 

The demand for a valley authority did not arise from local people but is 
largely from politicians who hope for the support from the small, but vocal groups 
who vision a welfare state as a means of securing benefits to which they are not 
entitled by their own efforts. History shows that only private initiative and 
private reward result in real progress. Engineers are criticized for not being 
more active in political and public affairs. Here is a matter primarily engi- 
neering. Let us all do our part in advocating and supporting progressive and 
efficient American free enterprise, and limit the deadening hand of Government 
from needlessly encroaching into new fields. 

We urge that all engineers of the Columbia Basin unite in opposition to a plan 
which shows no evidence of improving our present progress, but does take us 
down the road to regimentation and bureaucracy. This letter is addressed pri- 
marily to engineers not associated with private power companies nor with gov- 
ernmental agencies. If you agree with us, will you kindly reply, using the 
enclosed envelope, adding any comments you may wish. We shall be represented 
at the public hearings that congressional committees will soon hold here, so 
please reply promptly. If we don’t act, the politicians will. 

J. 8. Abel, Tacoma; L. A. Andrus, Portland; C. C. Arnold, Seattle; 

C. M. Barr, Seattle; Eugene Caldwell, Portland; R. L. Gardner, 

Seattle; C. R. Griggs, Spokane; T. R. Hance, Spokane; Otto 
Herman, Portland; K. D. Hauser, Portland; F. W. Horstkotte, 
Portland; H. H. Johnson, Seattle: V. E. Johnson, Boise: R. EB. 
Koon, Portland; L. E. Kurtichanof, Portland; W. L. Maloney, 
Spokane; H. L. Marshall, Seattle: D. T. Mason, Portland: T. H. 
McClung, Portland; J. V. Otter, Boise; C. A. Pangborn, Seattle; 
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H. A. Rands, Portland; H. J. Reeves, Spokane; Milnor Roberts, 
Seattle; B. R. Rubens, Seattle; L. H. Rubicam, Seattle; W. J. 
Ryan, Tacoma; F. R. Schanck, Portland; K. H. Siecke, Portland ; 
Clarence Simpson, Spokane; R. M. Stern, Seattle; J. C. Stevens, 
Portland; BH. L. Strandberg, Seattle; R. E. Wolff, Seattle; W. L. 
Woodward, Spokane ; Al Zwald, Portland. 


P.S.—The cost of mailing this letter is being borne by a few of those whose 
names appear. If you wish to cooperate in this expense, do not sent more 
than $1. 

Mr. Burtt. I didn’t read the statement sent to engineers in 1949, 
as it is long, but it says essentially that we are all individuals for 
private enterprise. We think, if you take something from us, when 
you create this kind of a bill that goes not only to power but to all 
the development that might come around in the Columbia Basin, irri- 
gation, water supply, underground water, power, and any other de- 
velopment 

Senator Nrevusercer. Do you support the existing Federal agencies 
that are concerned with these various undertakings ? 

Mr. Buewti. The Bureau of Reclamation, the Army Engineers, and 
the people who are part of the present Government, we think, do not 
need to be enlarged, that they have full ability to carry out anything 
the Congress will authorize. 

Senator Neupercer. Let me ask you this: How can this be free 
enterprise and this proposal socialism? Can you explain that to 
me / 

Mr. Bue... Free—you mean free enterprise— 

Senator Neubercer. I mean, how are all these existing Federal 
agencies, which you say you support, the Army Engineers, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the Forest Service, Bonneville Power Administration, 
and so forth, how are they free enterprise, but this proposal we have 
here in this committee print is socialism? Can you explain to me the 
difference ? 

Mr. Burt. My idea about the socialism part of it, you set up an 
overall Government agency here to do a thing that we could do our- 
selves. 

Senator Nrupercer. What do you mean by “overall,” and what do 
you mean by “ourselves” ¢ 

Mr. Burtt. You create this Columbia River Power Development 
Yorporation. It’s an all-encompassing thing, as I look at it. As I 
look at it in this bill, it’s all encompassing. It means you come in 
on a power base—it possibly isn’t socialism, but it is certainly con- 
trolling the whole factor in the river. 

Senator Nevpercer. Let me ask you this, Mr. Buell. Do you sup- 
the present Bonneville Power Administration that’s in this 

uilding and operating today and has operated since 1937? Is that 
all right? 

Mr. Burtt. I could like it better if it was all privately owned. 

Senator Nreusercer. Well, you can’t have the Government of the 
United States privately owned. You understand that? 

Mr. Busi. I’m not talking about the Government of the United 
States. You asked a question about what was in here. 

Senator Nevsercer. I mean, you said earlier that the existing agen- 
cies were all right, but this is socialism. Now, is the Bonneville 
Power Administration all right with you? 
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Mr. Burt. No, I'd rather they wouldn’t be. I’d rather it was all 
privately owned. 
Senator Neusercer. Then you weren’t quite correct when you said 

~ - ported the existing Government agencies ? 
vELL. I didn’t include the Bonneville Power Administration 
in cakes agencies. 

Senator Neusercer. But it is an existing agency, however? 

Mr. Buetu. Yes. I would support them as it is, because now we 
can’t get rid of them. 

Senaor Neusercer. In other words then, you think that perhaps it 
was a mistake to have Bonneville Dam built, and the Grand Coulee, 
and The Dalles, and McNary, and these projects by the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Buri. Maybe in the first instance, but, once it starts with 
that sort of a business, then it’s got to go and continue. 

Senator Neusercer. But do you or do you not think it was a mis- 
take to construct these projects by the Federal Government? 

Mr. Burwu. Not once they got started. 

Senator Neupercer. You think it was a mistake to start them? 

Mr. Buetz. I think the way Bonneville Dam was started was a 
mistake. 

Senator Neusercer. So, in other words, you don’t support the 
existing agencies, you don’t support the construction of Bonneville 
Dam by the Cor ps of Engineers, you don’t support the Bonneville 
Power Administration. What I’m trying to get at is, I just read a 
few moments ago a column by a former distinguished Governor of 
this State, the very eminent leader of the Republic an Party, in which 
he predicted on November 26 that, when these hearings were held, 
that this bill would be denounced as socialism. 

Now, you’ve come in and criticized it as socialism. I’m still trying 
to find out how this committee print we have here is socialism, but 
the existing Federal agencies, which you said are all right, are not 
socialism. That’s what I don’t understand. 

Mr. Busi. Well, first, we have the existing Federal agencies. Let’s 
take up the Army Engineers, to start with, the Corps of Engineers. 
They’re a part of our Government, and the "fact that they know most 
about the development of this country, they should be used—well, 
for instance, they’re in close touch with all the data of the Govern- 
ment, all the physical departments of the Government, and they have 
those advantages. 

Senator Nevsercer. But they built the Bonneville Dam, and a few 
minutes ago you said it was a mistake to start building "Booneville 
Dam. The Engineers built it. 

Let me say this as to the w ay I feel about it. As the principal 
author of this committee print, I tried to be reasonable on this. This 
is the first time today I’ve commented on this. I’ve tried to be reason- 
able on this. We incorporated in this bill all kinds of suggestions for 
changes made last June by critical witnesses. 

Now, it’s become a stereotype in this country to denounce virtually 
anything you don’t agree with as socialism. Now, I can show you in 
all kinds of Government documents that the U.S. Forest Service, 

when it was first proposed, was denounced as socialism, that the Bon- 
neville Power Administration was denounced as socialism. 
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The things that I feel we should have are constructive suggestions 
for ways in which this bill can be improved. I don’t think it’s any 
answer to anything to say that one Government agency is socialism 
and the other one 1s free enterprise and not tell us why. 

Mr. Burt. Are you finished ? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes, 

Mr. Buewy. Well, as far as the free enterprise of Government 
agencies being any different, they have their employees, and they 
have their bureaus, and they work with all the natural resources of 
the country. They do the same thing. I don’t object to them. 

I don’t like to have a sole single agency taking over at any time 
like, for instance, in this bill. They can come in at any time and take 
over any power company, any works, development, water, under- 
ground water, irrigation, anything. 

Senator Nrusercer. They can’t do that. It’s expressly provided in 
here they can’t do that. They can’t interfere in any way with water 
rights. Governor Sprague speaks of this in his column. He ought 
to be a reasonable judge of this. He was the Governor of the State. 
He’s been an editor in the State for over a third of a century. 

Mr. Buewx. That doesn’t say that he knows about water rights. 

Senator Nreusercer. We’ve written in here a very express clause 
against water rights on page 38, which I read earlier to Mr. Hursh of 
the Oregon Reclamation Congress. If you think this clause can be 
improved and made more restrictive in its forbidding anything to be 
done as to interfering with water rights, I wish you would give us 
some stronger language, and we’ll use it. 

Mr. Bue. I wish you would put in there this then, that under no 
conditions at any time would this Development Corporation call upon 
any stream that’s a tributary to the Columbia to deliver water for 
the lower areas, to supply water from which you can create power. 

Senator Neupercer. We’re not going to do that anyhow. The point 
I’m trying to tell you is that in this bill the only construction agencies 
that the bill works for for power construction would be the Army En- 
gineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, which a few moments ago 
you praised. 

Mr. Burt. [still praise them. 

Senator Neusercer. All we would do is turn over to them the funds 
to build on schedule and with greater rapidity projects which Con- 
gress has authorized for construction by the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Buriz. Of course, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps 
of Engineers for constructing these works, that’s fine. There’s no 
place in this bill that I saw where the funds for it has to be appro- 
priated by Congress and you’re under the control of the Congress. 

In the second place, I’m just going to call your attention to the Santa 
Margarita case down in southern California where the Marine Corps 
grabbed all the water that was in the Santa Margarita River, and they 
sued some 18,000 individuals to get it away from them. There’s no 
individual who can stand up against that kind of business. 

When you get to monkeying with the water rights, when you put 
yourself in a position that you can monkey with the water rights of a 
man in the upper Snake River, where you can go up there and take 
that water right of his and 
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Senator Neusercer. This has nothing to do with that. The only 
agency of the Government that would build dams under this legisla- 
tion are the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. If 
I’m not mistaken, the Bureau of Reclamation is very strongly support- 
ed in the upper Snake River Valley. The upper Snake River Valley 
would be sagebrush if it weren’t for the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Bue. That’s right, and it might be. They weren’t there first 
in the upper Snake River. I’ve seen property up in the upper Snake 
River where they’ve built flumes out of rock 10, 12, 15 feet high, and 
then sluiced the material from the rimrocks above it to create their 
own irrigation system, and they will do that, too. 

Senator Nevusercer. If you have any specific suggestions for amend- 
ment of the bill, we will be glad to get them. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Buell. 

Mr. Bueiz. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY BAKER, DIRECTOR, COLUMBIA BASIN 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 


Senator Nrusercer. Mr. Henry Baker is our next witness. 
Mr. Baxer. Senator Neuberger, and members of the staff, my name 
is Henry Baker. I ama farmer in Morrow County, Oreg., and operate 
my farm near the town of Ione. For those of you that are not acquaint- 
ed with that county, that’s up near Pendleton, in the county this side 
of Pendleton. I am also a member of the board of directors of the 
Columbia Basin Electric Cooperative, and I am here trying to give 
some of the views of the members of our board. 

We are very dependent on Government power, and, therefore, we 
approve the principles and purposes of this revised Corporation bill. 

We need a rapid and comprehensive development of our rivers. We 
should strive for enough upstream storage to completely control the 
flow of the river, so that maximum firm power will be available at all 
seasons of the year. The only reason we say that is that we’ve heard a 
lot today that we’ve got more power than we can see how to sell. Well 
aren’t we like the fellow that tries to sell apples and, when he’s sold 
all of his good apples and comes down to the culls and the wormy ones 
and nobody will buy them, he says, “We have an oversupply of apples.” 

Now, when the river is running in flood stage and the generators are 
all turning and we have firm power and lots of it, that’s fine, but when 
the flood has gone by and the generators, many of them, are standing 
idle because that floodwater is down in the ocean and can’t turn them, 
then we don’t have the water. What we think we should have is 
firm power. 

I understand that there was an aluminum company that came in 
here and was refused power, firm power, the year round, and that’s 
disastrous. I think, if we had firm power the year round, we would 
soon be able to sell it all, and that’s the reason we believe in this up- 
stream storage, to keep our generators turning all season through. 

I am advised that the Hoover Dam completely controls the flow of 
the Colorado River. It impounds the water there for 114 years. If 
we could have that on the Columbia, wouldn’t that be fine? 

Just recently, I listened to a radio broadcast coming from Canada 
that told about their plans for developing the Peace River, and, ac- 
cording to the announcer, he says, “We will have a dam 400 or 500 feet 
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high. It will back the water of the Peace River for 200 miles, and 
jt will contain the flow of the river for several years. There wouldn’t 
by any seasonal water shortages there, surely. 

Now, according to our viewpoint, any dam on the upper reaches of 
the Columbia River system that destroys part of the storage potential, 
whether it be made of concrete or mud, so long as it stands, will be a 
monument to inefficiency, and a disgrace to the esate way of which 
many of us are so proud. 

The great and rapid development of the rivers of Russia stand out in 
sharp contrast before the eyes of the world, compared to our slow and 
hesitant way. Russia is a sleeping giant that is rapidly awakening. 
Its resources and potentials in many ways are greater than ours. Its 
philosophy of life has for centuries been different from ours, and if we 
are to keep our place among the nations in this rapidly changing world, 
we must not quibble or in any way delay the maximum development 
of our resources. 

By the way, travelers in Russia have said that the Russians do not 
want to fight us, but they intend to beat. us economically by production. 
They’re going to outproduce us. Perhaps all these great dams that 
we hear so much about is one way they are working for that end. 

We therefore approve in principle the Columbia River Development 
Corporation, believing that it will be a step forward in speeding the 
maximum comprehensive development of our area. 

That, Senator Neuberger, is the thinking of our board. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Baker. We appre- 
ciate your statement. 

Dr. O. A. Olson, please. 


STATEMENT OF DR. 0. A. OLSON, PRESIDENT OF SALEM ELECTRIC 


Mr. Orson. I am Dr. O. A. Olson, president of Salem Electric, a 
self-financed group of 2,650 members purchasing power from the 
Bonneville Power Administration and serving ourselves with elec- 
tricity. I serve voluntarily, without pay or expense account and as 
acommunity service. 

I wish to testify that Salem Electric favors the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill, joins in the presentations of Gus 
Norwood of the Northwest Public Power Association, but thinks the 
advantages of a preference clause have not as yet been sufficiently 
emphasized. 

Our Salem Electric demonstrates the necessity of preference. We 
started in 1941 with one customer. Never have we purchased a cus- 
tomer. We know when our fellow customers are satisfied because 
anyone can change power companies any time he wants. I am pleased 
to report 90 percent of electric consumers where we have lines use 
our service. You may even want to give our testimony a little extra 
consideration because our past experience indicates 75 percent of the 
private power customers in Oregon want our service or something 
similar. 

When we were starting Salem Electric, some of us offered to buy 
ere of the power company system and were told it was not for sale. 
Some of us made a bid on a generating property held temporarily by 
the city of Salem and were outbid by the other company. When 


BPA lines were extended to Salem, some of us requested service and 
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were told service was not available to two private utilities in the same 
area and that the only way to get hooked on would be to qualify 
under the preference clause as a cooperative. We tried about every- 
thing during our start and we still don’t know of any other way to 
get started except using the preference clause. 

As soon as we were started, things became easier. In 18 years we 
have built a system capable ‘of serving 3,000 members with assets 

ralued, as a power company would value them, at over $2 million 
and have enjoyed lower rates to the extent of $1 million. We pres- 
ently owe less than $70,000 on our lines. There are times when I wish 
Bonneville would have let us start as a private corporation. 

In conclusion, I would say that while we agree with the state- 
ments and presentation of Mr. Norwood, additionally we should 
emphasize the matter of preference. 

Preference means existence to Salem Electric. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Dr. Olson. I want to 
explain just one thing to you. In the proposal that is contained in 
this committee print on the preference clause, it merely would operate 
in this way, that, where the regional Corporation thought that any 
one State had unduly monopolized the power, the Corporation would 
be empowered to provide a more equitable and more reasonable dis- 
tribution among the States, but within each State the public power 
preferenc eclause still would prevail. 

In other words, your Salem Electric would have a superior claim 
to that energy over private power companies within each State, and 
that has existed wherever the Congress has seen fit to modify the 
preference clause. I just wanted to point that out to you. 

Dr. Orson. Thank you. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you very much. The next witness is 
Mr. Herbert Lundy, editor of the editorial page of the Oregonian. 

























STATEMENT OF HERBERT LUNDY, EDITOR OF THE EDITORIAL 
PAGE, THE PORTLAND OREGONIAN 






Mr. Lunpy. Senator Neuberger and members of the staff, I appeared 
in Washington, D.C., in May ‘and testified rather extensively, and I 
doubt very much whether I will need to go into the redrafted bill 
very deeply. There are a few points whic +h I would like to mention. 
I have already given you this statement, and I won't reread it. 

My opinion of the committee print is that it is very vastly improved 
over the rather long and confusing bill that the Northwest Public 
Power Association put in. This is a better bill in my opinion. 

A number of the changes that have been made have been discussed in 
editorials in which our views have been given to the committee. I 
particularly would like to mention the utility responsibility clause. 
It’s been a favorite theme of mine in discussions of this proposal over 
the last 6 or 8 years. 

It seems to me, in obligating the Corporation to meet the net whole- 
sale power requirements of utilities and industries, which need more 
power than they can obtain through their own efforts, that the grave 
has actually been dug for the long and very frustrated controversy 
over the power preference clause. I think the utility responsibility 
clause means what it seems to say. I’ve talked to a few lawyers on 
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that point, and I think they substantially agree that, if there are 
any serious questions about it, I have confidence that the committee 
vill clarify them. 

The additional insurance in the antimonopoly or insufficiency clause 
is premised on what I hope to be a false assumption that the Corpora- 
tion will not be able to discharge the obligation it has to meet its 
utility responsibility, but I’m not too much concerned about the lan- 
guage of that. I think it isclear. 

From the testimony today, I don’t think there is any expert opinion 
that it wouldn’t do what it is supposed to do in periods of shortage. 
I think it would be a great benefit to the State of Oregon as we do not 
anticipate the Corporation would fail to meet its obligation. 

I do take an exception to the committee draft on financing pro- 
visions, particularly limiting the sale of revenue bonds to the Treasury 
for the first 5 years. I really don’t see the necessity for that. I think 
the bonds would be perfectly salable on the open market. I don’t 
advocate exclusive tale on the open market, but I think that the Cor- 
poration should have the right to take whichever is more advantageous 
to it. I don’t believe that that is too serious a proposition. I think 
that experience will show within the 5-year period whether or not 
it is necessary to continue to sell to the Treasury, or to have an 
alternate means. 

Frankly, I don’t understand the opposition of the irrigation spokes- 
men here today. In fact, the removal of the veto power over the 
projects in recognition of State water rights for irrigation seems to 
single out one resource use unduly. I’m in favor of that, but I also 
think that that section might be strengthened to recognize other water 
uses than power and irrigation—fisheries, for example, which I’m also 
very much interested in. 

I recognize, however, that any proposal for projects will have to run 
the gantlet in Congress, that people rotenen 2 to a project will have 
as much opportunity as they have today to raise their forces of 
opposition and make an impression in Congress. I think they will 
have every opportunity to get their views before the Congress. I 
think they will have more of an opportunity to get their views before 
the Corporation than they have now, to get them before the Army 
Engineers, or the Bureau of Reclamation, or the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

In my opinion, the Advisory Committee, as proposed under the bill, 
is rather large and unwieldy. I think it might very easily be reduced 
to a smaller group, but, if the intention is to divide up this committee 
on the basis of States, then it should serve its — very well. 

I want to say that I’m very glad the committee left in the draft the 
provisions that an interstate compact might at some future time take 
over the obligations of the Corporation that have been set by Congress 
at present. Under the present circumstances, I don’t believe that the 
compact is a going concern and probably will not be. At least, it’s not 
foreseeable that it will be under the present political situation in the 
various States. 

However, assuming that this Corporation is successful and, for 
example, States may be able to compose their differences and really 
take charge of this great resource, that should be their aim. However, 
I think that the people who advocate an interstate compact are not 
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being quite fair with this bill because, if a compact were formed, it 
would have much more authority over many more resources than the 
Regional Power Corporation would have. In fact, it is my opinion 
it would come closer to a CVA than the Corporation would in what 
it could do. 

In my opinion, to sum this up quick, Senator, the bill really does 
two things: (1) It provides orderly planning and financing of Federal] 
structures, in which the power revenues of the Corporation are gov- 
erned by the appropriations of Congress, and (2) it will provide under 
the utility responsibility clause an antimonopoly clause and more 
equitable distribution of Federal power among the States. 

Thank you. 

Senator Nreupercer. Thank you, Mr. Lundy. I am particularly 
glad you emphasized the fact that any project which would be built 
with the revenues made available by this Corporation would have 
to be authorized by the Congress. Therefore, anybody who is opposed 
to it on the grounds that it might interfere with water rights or navi- 
gation, fisheries, or anything else, would have exactly the same voice 
as they would have now in the Congress to prevent its authorization 
for construction by either the corps or by the Bureau, and I want to 
emphasize at that point that, as you know, the issue was raised this 
morning that the Corporation might be able to go ahead and build 
a hydroelectric project without any approval by the Congress; if 
there is the slightest ambiguity about that, 1 am going to see to it that 
the language is drawn to make it clear that the only projects that 
would be built, when the revenue was made available by the Corpo- 
ration, would be those that the Congress has authorized for construc- 
tion by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Lunpy. I can’t read that objection into the bill, although the 
language may be confusing; but, of course, if there is irrigation, navi- 
gation, and flood control involved, consent of Congress is necessary 
and they have to approve it. 

Senator Neusercer. Are there any questions of Mr. Lundy? 

Mr. Lundy, thank you very much. Your statement will appear in 
full in the hearing record. 

(The complete statement of Mr. Lundy follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT LUNDY, EDITOR OF THE EpITORIAL PAGE, THE PORTLAND 
OREGONIAN 





My name is Herbert Lundy. Iam editor of the editorial page of the Oregonian. 
I appear in support of the concept of a Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration contained in the committee draft before you. 

When I testified before your subcommittee in Washington, D.C., May 21, 1958, 
in general support of S. 3114, I took exception to some of the provisions of that 
bill. 

I consider this new draft a much better bill. Most of the points I raised have 
been met by new language and eliminations. 

I have discussed several of these changes in editorials which I submit for the 
committee’s record, if desired. Briefly, I want to emphasize these portions of 
the new Dill: 

1. The new utility responsibility clause (sec. 9, p. 21): This, in my opinion, 
will be the key to the success and the regional acceptance of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation. In obligating the Corporation to meet the net whole- 
sale power requirements of utilities and industries needing more power than 
they can obtain from their own efforts, the grave has been dug for the frus- 
trating controversy over the public power preference clause. 
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The accompanying insufficiency or antimonopoly clause is additional assurance 
that the mostly private power States of Oregon, Idaho, and Montana will receive 
their fair share of future Federal power in the unlikely event of a shortage. 
This is accomplished without endangering the power supplies of public agencies, 
small or large, for the preference would continue within a State. 

May I say that public power spokesmen from the State of Washington and 
elsewhere who have approved this important modification of the preference 
clause in a spirit of fair play deserve great credit. 

2. Non-Federal projects: Removal of the right of the Corporation to veto 
other licenses was a wise step. The goal of the Federal Corporation must be 
to increase the total power supply and deliver this additional power to areas of 
need. It must not be to inhibit non-Federal enterprise in the power field where 
such enterprise does not conflict with comprehensive development. 

8. Financing: The new draft provides for a 5-year seasoning period for the 
Corporation’s bonds, in which period the U.S. Treasury would be required to 
purchase the bonds at the current interest rate. At the end of this period, the 
Corporation would propose to Congress a permanent method of financing. I 
see no sound reason for this procedure. I believe the Corporation should, from 
the beginning, have the opportunity of offering its bonds to the Treasury, or 
to private investors on the open market, whichever might be the more advan- 
tageous. 

4. Irrigation: The expressed fears of irrigation spokesmen that the Regional 
Power Corporation might impinge on their domain are no longer tenable. The 
veto power over other projects has been removed. State water rights for ir- 
rigation are specifically protected. Nothing in the bill would change the author- 
ity of Congress to establish a Columbia Basin account or to assign a portion 
of the Corporation’s power revenues to particular irrigation projects. 

5. Capital budgeting: I believe the new section providing that the Corpora- 
tion’s capital fund and obligations shall not be considered a part. of the national 
debt is a constructive move in the direction of capital budgeting for all self- 
liquidating agencies. 

6. Interstate compact: The Columbia Interstate Compact movement in the 
Pacific Northwest is at a low ebb because of economic and political conflicts 
between the upper basin and lower basin States. Nevertheless, the almost cer- 
tain success of a Federal Regional Power Corporation may, at some point in 
the future, bring the four States to agreement by the process of example. 

Should the States become willing and able to take over the Federal Corpora- 
tion and do the job themselves, this would be desirable decentralization of gov- 
ernment and it would provide greater regional autonomy. 

I am glad the machinery for a takeover was retained in the new draft. In 
the meantime, the interstate compact promoters should get behind this bill. 

In general, I see in the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation 
an action vehicle for the elimination of conflicts now harassing power develop- 
ment. 

The original concept of a planning, financing, and power transmitting agency 
has been restored. There is no necessity or advantage, at this time, in the Cor- 
poration taking control of existing Federal projects. There is no need for the 
Corporation to inhibit the construction activities or to try to duplicate the ex- 
perience of the Army Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation in dam building. 

But the legislation rightly reserves the privilege of the Corporation to become 
a construction agency in the thermal and nuclear power fields. 

This legislation now is in such shape that the varied economic and political 
interests of the Pacific Northwest should have no hesitancy in joining in its 
support with those of us who have worked for it for many years. 


[Editorial from the Oregonian, Portland, Oreg., May 26, 1958] 
Born Parties BAcK New DAM FINANCE PLAN 
(By Herbert Lundy) 


WasHINGTON.—The 3-day hearing on the Northwest Regional Power Corpora- 
tion bill concluded Friday by a Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of Senate 
Public Works Committee clarified some deep and devisive issues which have 
harmed regional advancement. 

The old three-way division among industries and publicly owned and privately 
owned utilities, all competing for fair shares of Federal power, was emphasized. 
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The Northwest Public Power Association is the sponsor of S. 3114, and in- 
dustries are much interested in that, as well as in Senator Richard L. Nen- 
berger’s S. 2206. The latter would amend the public power preference clause to 
benefit industries, and is opposed by both public and private utilities generally. 

Private-utility spokesman maintained a traditional position of opposition to 
another Federal agency, superseding the Bonneville Power Administration and 
self-financed to construct new projects by sale of revenue bonds. 

Another issue which came to the fore to plague the drafters of a Regional 
Power Corporation is that which has prevented the Columbia Basin interstate 
compact from getting off the ground in 8 years of negotiations. 

That is the divergence in interests between upstream States of the basin— 
Idaho and Montana—and downstream States—Oregon and Washington. 

Opposition came from Idaho and Montana to both bills. 

Those spokesmen would like to knock out the preference clause in the Bonne- 
ville Project Act of 1937 and let nature take its course. 

They oppose a self-financing Federal Corporation, although admitting it would 
be the lesser evil if the preference clause were eliminated or drastically modi- 
fied. They deny the probable benefits of more cheap power for industries. But 
Oregon and Washington seriously need more low-cost power in large blocks to 
meet requests for new industrial plants—like Olin-Mathiesen which sought 300,- 
000 kilwatts, was refused, and built instead in the Ohio Valley. 

The fundamental issue here is whether orderly economic development of 
Oregon and Washington shall be frozen until Montana and Idaho catch up in 
population and industrial power demand. The downstream States or at least 
the large number of spokesmen for the Regional Corporation bill—contend that 
power and flood control sites should be developed as quickly as possible through- 
out the region with the power flowing immediately to the areas of need. 

A third issue is that between Oregon and Washington involving the preference 
clause. If the power shortage anticipated by Bonneville spokesmen for 1965 
occurs, almost all the Federal system’s supply will flow to the PUD’s and mu- 
nicipal systems of Washington. 

Gus Norwood, principal author of S. 3114, has offered an amendment strength- 
ening the public utility responsibility clause directing a Regional Corporation to 
anticipate and meet all net power requirements of the region. 

Even opponents of a Regional Corporation agree that if such an agency can 
provide all the power needs not met by other agencies, the preference clause is a 
dead issue. But neither side wants to take a chance. 

Technical phases of setting up a new regional agency under the Government 
Corporation Control Act of 1945 were thoroughly explained by the Bureau of the 
Budget and other witnesses. An excellent record was compiled by the subcom- 
mittee, under chairmanship of Senator Neuberger. 

The statement from William Niskanen, chairman of the power policy commit- 
tee of the Oregon Republican State Central Committee and those from Governor 
Holmes and Democratic National Committeeman Girard Davidson, all endorsing 
the objectives of a Federal Corporation for power development in the Northwest, 
gave a distinctly bipartisan flavor to the movement for the first time. 

The testimony was mostly favorable to the self-financing Corporation idea and 
the evidence clearly opposed the charge that this is just another TVA or Colum- 
bia Valley Authority. The bill will have many changes after redrafting and 
introduction in the next session. The prediction may be made that many of the 
objections to the present draft will be eliminated or diminished in the process. 


{From the Oregonian, June 24, 1958] 
SHADES OF SOCIALISM 


Spokesmen for privately owned electric utilities have a single, shopworn 
epithet which they use to oppose the concept of a Federal Corporation to super- 
sede the Federal Bonneville Power Administration. They condemn it as social- 
ism. 

Since the drafting of a fair and constructive Regional Power Corporation bill 
to replace that introduced in the Senate this session by request of the Northwest 
Public Power Association is the concern of every resident of the region, it is 
appropriate to examine the validity of this charge of socialism. 

Nine private utilities buy power now and have been buying it for years, from 
the Federal Bonneville Power Administration. More than 60 percent of Port- 
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land General Electric’s power supply comes from the Federal system. This is 
power generated at dams built with congressional appropriations delivered to the 
utilities on transmission lines built with congressional appropriations. Is this 
socialism? If so, the utilities don’t mind it. 

But the utility executives say it would be socialism for a Federal Corporaton 
to finance these power services by selling revenue bonds, instead of tapping the 
Federal Treasury. 

Does this make sense? 

Where do the private utilities draw the line in their refusal to have anything 
to do with socialism ? 

Oregon's private utilities, for example, have entered into contracts with Wash- 
ington public utility districts to buy approximately one-third of the power to be 
produced from giant PUD dams at Priest Rapids, Wanapum, and Rocky Reach, 
on the Columbia River. 

The private utilities have always charged that the public power movement, 
chiefly represented by countywide PUD’s in the State of Washington is social- 
ism. But Grant and Chelan County PUD’s, couldn’t sell their revenue bonds, and 
hence couldn’t build their dams, if the private utilities declined to buy power 
from them on long-term contracts. Are the private utilities thereby encourag- 
ing and contributing to the success of socialism? 

Or do the utilities accept socialism for PUD’s building dams by selling bonds, 
but reject socialism for a regionwide Federal Corporation which would do the 
same thing for a lot more people? 

Is it socialism for the private utilities to use the Federal transmission lines, 
built with public funds, to bring to their load centers the power from their own 
dams, as Pelton and Swift, as well as socialistic PUD power from Columbia 
Dams? 

Would there be any socialistic difference between the private utilities signing 
long-term contracts for power from a Federal Regional Corporation and their 
present long-term contracts for Federal power from the Federal Bonneville 
Power Administration? 

Aren’t they trifling with socialism by joining public power districts in the 
highly beneficial Northwest power pool? And how about the 600,000 to 1 mil- 
lion kilowatt gain in the region’s power supply which is the result of this 
communal arrangement? That must be pure socialistic power, because no one 
has invested anything to produce it. 

The charge of socialism against the Regional Power Corporation idea is not 
likely to put an army of free enterprisers on the march in view of the existing 
facts. It is merely a smokescreen intended to confuse the public. 

The Regional Power Corporation proposal should be considered on its merits 
which are many, not torpedoed by a propaganda barrage. 


[From the Oregonian, Aug. 29, 1958] 
Ike’s Apvice TO GOP Hits NorTHWEST 
(By Herbert Lundy) 


Those Republicans in the Northwest---and we think they are not a majority 
in the party—who have proclaimed against a self-financing Regional Power 
Corporation to help develop the water resources of the Columbia Basin might 
ponder President Eisenhower’s advice to his party. 

In his press conference Wednesday, he was asked: “Is there any one key 
point that you believe Republican candidates for Congress could stress in their 
campaigns for election this year?” 

The President replied : 

“Well, I will tell you what I am going to stress, if that is enough or good 
enough: Getting down these deficits and keeping our money sound so that 
America can have a good, healthy, thriving, progressive economy.” 

Since 1953, the President, the Budget Bureau, and the Eisenhower-appointed 
Board of the Tennesse Valley Authority, have urged legislation to allow TVA to 
finance its necessary expansion by issuing revenue bonds. The Senate adopted 
this legislation in the 1st session of the 85th Congress. 

The House Public Works Committee yoted this session, 19 to 15, to pass out 
the Senate bill. But the only Republican Congressman who voted “aye” on that 
committee was Russell Mack of Washington. Fourteen Republicans and one 
Democrat voted “no.” 
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It was only the Republicans, however, who allowed Congress to adjourn 
without a House vote on TVA self-financing, a plan to take TVA off the back 
of Congress and the Treasury and to allow it to stand on its own feet. The bill 
died in the House Rules Committee, in which Democrats outnumbered Republi- 
cans eight to four; Chairman Howard Smith of Virginia and one other Demo- 
erat ganged up with Republicans to kill the bill. 

(Rules Committee tryanny in the TVA self-financing and other legislative 
cases, incidentally has led to revival of an effort to be made in the next 
Congress to restore the 21-day rule. This rule, which lasted only for the 81st 
Congress held that should the Rules Committee sit on a bill without action for 
21 days the measure could be called up for a vote by motion of the chairman of 
the committee which passed it out.) 

There is no valid reason why the costs of Federal dams in the Columbia Basin 
assigned to power development and which are repaid from power revenues plus 
an assist to irrigation should not be raised by sale of revenue bonds on the open 
market. There are a lot of reasons—including the President’s demand for re- 
ducing huge Federal deficits attributable to defense and space age needs—why 
Federal power should be self-financed, without cost to the taxpayers. 

A subcommittee of Senate Public Works, with Senator Richard L. Neuberger 
presiding, will open field hearings on S. 3114—the Regional Power Corporation 
bill—in Portland, December 8. 

Other hearings will be in Seattle, December 9, Couer d’Alene, December 10, 
and Kalispell, December 11. Several other Senators and Congressmen are ex- 
pected to attend. 

As a result of a hearing in Washington, D.C., in May, the original bill intro- 
duced by request of the Northwest Public Power Association is being revised. 
The new draft should be ready by November 8, a committee print will be made, 
and the revised bill will be available for study in the month preceding the hear- 
ings. 

There will be opportunity at these hearings for those seeking revision of the 
new draft—including amendment or deletion of the public power preference 
clause—to speak their mind and to help work out legislation satisfactory and 
beneficial to all interests in the Northwest. 

A Federal Corporation of this kind, managed by a regional board and em- 
powered to finance multiple-purpose main-river projects in partnership with 
Congress, provides an opportunity which should not be missed to speed up the 
planned development of the Columbia Basin. It also would help the Federal 
Government reduce its deficit. 

Although they do not agree, as yet, on the terms of the legislation it is signifi- 
eant that Gov. Robert D. Holmes, Democrat, and the Republican nominee for 
Governor, Secretary of State, Mark Hatfield, are in favor of the general propo- 
sition of a Regional Power Corporation. We think their differenes and those of 
public and private power spokesmen of the Northwest can be resolved. 

There certainly should not be a partisan division on a proposal of such econ- 
nomic import, as there appeared to be in the House on the TVA self-financing 
bill. 


{From the Oregonian, Sept. 18, 1958] 
CoMPpact DEAD; Bury It 


Efforts to form a Columbia interstate compact among the seven basin States 
are hopelessly deadlocked, after 40 meetings in 8 years. The last meeting in 
Spokane Friday, showed conclusively the unanimity of the upper basin States— 
Idaho, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, and Nevada—in opposition to the two lower 
basin States, Oregon and Washington. 

In view of this impasse, there seems no logical course for the Oregon and 
Washington delegations to take except to recommend that the next legislatures 
discharge them from the obligation of attending these interminable and fruit- 
less meetings. 

Since the crux of the disagreement is power development and how to get it, 
the way is now open for withdrawal of those who favor Federal development of 
Columbia Basin multiple-purpose projects, but with revenue bond self-financing 
in place of congressional appropriations for power costs. 

These commissioners and interests should turn their attention to a regional 
vehicle which promieses much more in the way of action—the Columbia River 
Development Corporation. 
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All the drafts of a Columbia interstate compact which have been presented 
to the State legislatures have called for a recommendatory agency rather than 
an action agency. None has been accepted by the necessary number of States. 

Beginning last year the Oregon and Washington delegations started pressing 
for a compact which would permit self-financing and actual construction of 
multiple-purpose projects. The upper basin States vetoed this. 

Then the two lower basin States proposed that power be eliminated from the 
compact entirely. This too has now been voted down by the five upper States. 

In other words the upper basin States—or at least their representatives on 
the compact commission—don’t want the seven States to join in power produc- 
tion but neither will they eliminate a synthetic allocation of power favorable 
to the upper States. 

Even should subsequent meetings of the commission leave a compact pretty 
much of an antipollution agency, there seems no hope for action on that front. 

In Spokane, the five upper States would not accept a plank providing that the 
commission should investigate complaints of pollution, hold hearings, issue 
orders binding on a State, and have access to State and Federal courts for 
enforcement. 

Instead, the majority voted to send this draft to a joint meeting of the engi- 
neering, pollution, and legal committees. The aim seems to be to return to an 
earlier plank on pollution which would have no teeth. It would only permit 
the compact commission to call a State’s attention to a pollution problem. 

Of course States already have authority to stop pollution individually. They 
just don’t get tough about it. 

After 15 years of agitation for a Columbia interstate compact, and 8 years 
of meetings on the subject, it should be clear to the Oregon delegation at least 
that no one is going anywhere in that direction. 

Our suggestion is that the Oregon group ask the legislature next January to 
discharge it, and that the legislature direct the same group or a special com- 
mission to put its energies into obtaining congressional adoption of a Regional 
Power Corporation bill. 


[From the Oregonian, Dec. 5, 1958] 
SELF-FINANCING NORTHWEST POWER AGENCY 


The thoroughly redrafted bill to establish a self-financing Columbia River 
Development Corporation deserves the widest public interest and support. It 
is a far better instrument for continued Federal development of major multi- 
ple-purpose projects than now exists in the hodgepodge of agencies conflicting 
plans and stop-start congressional appropriations. 

Northwest hearings on the committee draft of the Regional Power Corpora- 
tion bill will open at the Interior Building in Portland at 9:30 a.m. Monday. 
Additional hearings will be in Seattle, Couer d’Alene, and Kalispell on succeed- 
ing days. 

Oregon’s Senator Richard L. Neuberger will conduct the subcommittee hear- 
ings for the Senate Public Works Committee. The new draft is a return to 
an earlier concept of what a Federal Corporation in the Northwest should be. 
We think it is essentially fair to all interests and corrects some of the inequities 
now inherent in distribution of Federal power among the States. 

Basically the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation will be a 
planning, financing, and power-transmitting agency. It will absorb the Bon- 
neville Power Administration which is solely a marketing agency with no financial 
or construction authority. 

But the power financing obtained from issuance of not more than $750 million 
in revenue bonds will go to the existing Federal construction agencies, the Army 
Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Advance planning will be the cooperative obligation of all these agencies, with 
the Power Corporation, with consent of Congress, having the dominant voice in 
the scheduling of generation. 

The heart of the matter is that the Columbia Basin would be given an agency 
with the clear obligation to foresee in advance and to provide, through its own 
financing ability, the electricity tne region must have. 

The Bonneville Administration now projects power needs and asks Congress 
to build dams. But it has no right itself to provide financing. The Congress 
occasionally is generous, but more often niggardly on the appropriation of funds 
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for Northwest projects. There is a fight for every dollar and political tides are 
stronger than economic realities. 

| The Northwest power system can stand on its own feet. 

, Low interest financing can be obtained either by sale of bonds to the U.S, 
Treasury or to private investors. 

The investment in this region’s power system can be removed from the national 
, debt and repaid entirely from revenues. Power scheduling would be such that 
the Northwest will not have to turn industries away. An adequacy of power 
will give publicly owned utilities and privately owned utilities the same oppor- 
tunity to buy electricity at wholesale from the Federal system and encourage 
industrial expansion and diversity in their areas. 

One of the great forward strides in the committee draft of this Senate bill is 
that it directs the Columbia River Development Corporation to meet the net 
power requirements of the entire region. That is, it is obligated by law to 
provide enough power at wholesale rates to any utility—public or private—or 
any industry unable to supply its own needs. It does not in any way inhibit 
the right of utilities to provide their own generation. 

This draft removes entirely the ill-advised section of the early bill giving the 
Federal Corporation a veto right over other projects. 

This utility responsibility clause should be enough to assure the largely 
private power States of Oregon, Idaho, and Montana, that Federal power will 
not be hogged by the largely public power State of Washington. But to make 
this more certain the new bill contains an insufficiency or antimonopoly clause. 
This guarantees an equitable distribution of power among the member States— 
in the event of a shortage—to prevent any unreasonable geographic concentration. 

The rights of irrigation are fully protected. State water rights could not be 
overthrown. There would be no interference with the Bureau of Reclamation. 
As before, the assignment of a portion of power earnings to assist irrigation 
would be the responsibility of Congress. Nothing in this bill would inhibit the 
authority of Congress to establish a Columbia Basin account to pool power 
revenues to help irrigation projects. 

In short, this is a bill to bring order out of disorder in Federal development 
of the Columbia Basin. The only agency that would be swallowed would be 
the Bonneville Power Administration, which was set up on a temporary basis 
in the 1937 act. The Columbia River Development Corporation would stand 
on its own financial feet. We think it would be of great benefit to the Northwest. 


Senator Neusercer. We’re nearly at the ending of our hearing here 
in Portland this afternoon. Is there anybody who has not been heard 
and who desires to leave a statement with us or say something on the 
bill? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE PENKETH, LOCAL 235, UNITED ASSOCIA- 
TION OF PLUMBERS AND STEAM FITTERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Penxetu. Senator Neuberger, I am George Penketh. I rep- 
resent Local 235, United Association of Plumbers and Steam Fitters 
of America. 

We’re very much interested in this bill and heartily approve it. Dur- 
ing the past several years, our local has been confronted with a very 
disastrous labor problem—unemployment. We realize that many in- 
dustries have endeavored to become established in Oregon and in 
Washington, but, due to the shortage of power, they were unable to 
establish themselves here. 

It is very discouraging to us to think that we have a fresh-water 
harbor, unquestionably one of the finest and greatest fresh-water har- 
bors in the world, and with all the potentialities in the development 
of the Columbia River, the Inland we ire, I believe that with this 
bill and our local believes this bill will be an advancement to the 
community as a whole. 

Mr. Chairman, we will have more or less a detailed report on this 


at a later date. 
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Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Mr. Penketh. If you have any fur- 
ther statement, send it to Mr. Mapes at the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee at Washington, D.C., within the next month, 

Is there anyone else now ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. MORRIS, SECRETARY, EAST FORK 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Morris. I am John M. Morris, attorney from Hood River, 
Oreg. I am the secretary of the East Fork Irrigation District, which 
is a member of the State Reclamation Congress and the National 
Reclamation Congress. 

My board of directors unanimously feel that they want to oppose 
any water legislation which would take control of water away from 
the State and place it in the hands of Congress or any Federal au- 
thority. They feel that the control is already there to a large extent 
and that the control should be shifted back to the States, and anything 
in this act which might tend to confirm any existing situation or to in- 
crease Federal contro] would not be desirable so far as our local irri- 
gation district, which is on a tributary of the Columbia, is concerned. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. Is there anybody else 
who has a statement they wish to make? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Nreusercer. If not, I want to express the appreciation of 
the—did you have a statement ? 

Mr. Lirrte.. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusereer. All right, Mr. Little. 





STATEMENT OF BEN LITTLE, MANAGER, CONSUMERS POWER, INC. 


Mr. Lirrtz. Mr. Chairman, I am Ben Little from Corvallis, man- 
ager of Consumers Power, Inc., also a director of the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association. 

I have here a statement of our national president, Mr. John George, 
which I would like to leave for the record. I also have an excerpt from 
the minutes of our own board meeting, Consumers Power, Inc., as 
well as our own statement. 

Senator Nreupercer. Mr. Little, we will see to it that all of the 
statements appear in the hearing record, and we appreciate your bring- 
ing them to us, particularly to have the statement of the head of your 
national organization. 

Mr. Lirriz. Thank you, sir. 

(The complete statement of Mr. George, the excerpt from the min- 
utes of board meeting of Consumers Power, Inc., and statement of Mr. 
Little follow :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN GEORGE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


My name is John George. I live at Lewiston, Idaho, and am president of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association which is the national service 
organization representing some 942 rural electric cooperatives, public power 
districts, and public utility districts in the United States and Alaska. 

Of the 38 rural electric systems located in the States of Washington and 
Oregon, and in Montana and Idaho west of the Continental Divide, 35 are com- 
pletely dependent on Columbia Basin Federal power for their wholesale power 
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and supply. Without the high voltage transmission system of the Booneville 
Power Administration and without the abundance of low cost electric energy 
produced at the Federal dams in the Columbia Basin, the rural electrification 
program in the Pacific Northwest could not exist. 

Indeed, our entire economy is geared to an abundance of low cost electricity. 
And if the Pacific Northwest in the years to come is deprived of this major 
economic influence, its growth, and development will stagnate. The rural elec- 
tric systems, as well as every other type of business will be looking at the bottom 
of an empty keg. 

PARTNERSHIP AND PRIVILEGE 


There has been evidence during the past 5 years of some deterioration of the 
general living standard here in the Pacific Northwest. Attribute this to what 
you may, it is indeed difficult to disassociate our economic recession with the 
fact that the same period witnessed a withdrawal by the Federal Government 
from its prior role of aggressive participation in developing the area’s natural 
resource. 

During this period we have seen the advent of the partnership concept. Part- 
nership, be it morally good or bad as you choose, is a doctrine which limits water 
resource development to the exploitation of a few of the best sites carefully 
chosen by those groups which control very large physical and financial resources. 

We are passing through an era in which the role of the Federal Government 
has changed from one of working with people for the benefit of people to one 
of working with investors for the benefit of investors. 

Certainly, therefore, the rural electric systems in the Pacific Northwest pledge 
their full support for legislation that will restore a progressive natural resource 
development program. Surely we want no more adventures of the Hells Canyon 
variety. 

Nor do we care to much longer tolerate the situation in southern Idaho where 
some 100 million kilowatt-hours per year of Columbia River Federal power are 
sold to the Idaho Power Co. at 2% mills per kilowatt-hour while consumer-owned 
electric distribution systems, which are preferenced customers under the law, 
cannot obtain additional Federal power to meet their growing loads at twice that 
rate. 

LET US EXERCISE CAUTION 


In seeking, however, to re-establish a proper direction to our resource develop- 
ment program, we must not allow ourselves to fall into the trap of too hastily 
choosing our procedure. We must avoid discarding those elements of existing 
policy which we have found desirable and which have stood the test of time. 
Let me put in focus for you some of these resource development concepts 
which have so well stood the test of time and which, even now, shine as beacon 
lights through the fog of indecision which obscures our goals. 


PREFERENCE 


The Bonneville Project Act of 1937 contains one of the strongest mandates in 
all our law—that hydroelectric energy produced at Federal projects be sold to 
consumer-owned electric distribution systems for the benefit of the people and at 
the lowest cost consistent with sound business principles. That is the concept 
of preference. Using this basic law as our tool, we in the Northwest have devel- 
oped for our retail consumers of electricity the lowest rates in the entire Nation. 
And we have developed the highest average per capita use of electricity in the 
entire Nation. 

Truly this preference doctrine has weathered the test of time. 

It is a doctrine which, in my opinion, must be preserved without compromise 
and without the eroding effect of arbitrary geographical limits placed upon its 
application. 

The rural electric systems have consistently supported the preference provisions 
of Federal power marketing legislation wherever it has appeared. We have 
resisted every attempt to change this basic concept. We view it as the very life- 
line of our existence. And although the preference provisions of Federal power 
marketing law have been repeatedly attacked by the investor-owned utility com- 
panies against whom its provisions are designed to protect the general public, the 
Congress has seen fit to include it in nearly every power marketing statute for a 
half century. 
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I am, therefore, deeply disturbed by section 9 of the proposed legislation which 
substantially modifies the preference doctrine as it was written in the Bonneville 
Act of 1937. 

Exactly what section 9 means I am not certain, nor are many other people to 
whom I have spoken about it. But the last part of section 9 appears to be a 
clear attempt to achieve a redistribution of Federal power according to some 
undefined criteria related to State population and economic development. 

Section 9 would apparently abandon preference as a basic power distribution 
criteria. 

Preference would be applied only after available additional power were first 
divided between the affected States. 

The rural electric systems cannot support section 9 of the proposed bill. We 
eannot, here today, advocate one type of breach of a principle we hold almost 
sacred, and in good conscience, oppose other well meaning but ill conceived similar 
plans applicable to other river basins, 


LOWEST POSSIBLE COST 


The basic cost of electricity generated at the Federal hydroelectric projects in 
the Columbia River Basin, including its delivery through the transmission system 
of the Bonneville Power Administration, is $17.50 per kilowatt-year- 

This is the lowest wholesale power cost available to us anywhere in the United 
States. It means that many rural electric systems are purchasing wholesale 
energy at as low as 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. Many of the larger consumer- 
owned electric distribution systems are selling electricity at retail to the general 
public at 1 cent per kilowatt-hour. 

A major portion—as I understand it, as much as 40 percent—of the total cost 
of power delivered to the distribution system substations from the Columbia 
River Federal power system is attributable to interest on capital investment. 
The cost of money is thus a most significant factor in determining what the 
people of this region must pay for electric service. 

We must, therefore, be careful to assure that whatever legislation is adopted to 
speed comprehensive multiple-purpose development of our regional water re- 
sources does not substantially increase the rate of interest applicable to the 
funds invested for such development. 

The legislation under consideration by this subcommittee provides that the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall determine the rate of interest to be borne by 
obligations of the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation. And 
although the Secretary is directed by section 16 of the proposed bill to consider, in 
fixing the rate of interest, the current average interest rate on outstanding mar- 
ketable obligations of the United States, the Secretary is given broad discretion 
to establish rates of interest which he deems proper. Such rates might and 
probably would in most cases be considerabiy higher than the rate of interest 
heretofore applicable to the Columbia River power system. 

It has been customary, in authorizing multiple-purpose projects, for the Con- 
gress to determine what rate of interest shall apply to moneys invested therein 
by the Federal Government. 

Section 11 of the legislation under consideration in transferring to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury the duty and the responsibility for establishing these inter- 
est rates, is a step which I feel should be considered with a great deal of serious- 
ness. 

We have, in our resource development program, already placed with the execu- 
tive branch of the Government almost unlimited discretion as to matters of cost 
allocation and project feasibility studies. Many people within the rural electri- 
fication program believe it is now time to reverse the trend and to establish 
statutory standards governing these procedures to return to the Congress full 
policymaking power in matters of water resource development. 


PUBLIC UTILITY RESPONSIBILITY 


The provision in section 4 of the proposed legislation conferring upon the 
Corporation authority to construct and operate necessary thermal electric gen- 
erating plants, together with section 9 which places upon the Corporation the 
burden of a public-utility responsibility to fulfill the net power needs of power 
distributors and industries in the Pacific Northwest, are certainly progressive 
and desirable in my opinion. The time is foreseeable when the water resources 
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of the Pacific Northwest must be supplemented with conventional fuel-fired or 
nuclear-powered generating stations. 

And though not immediately foreseeable, the time will come when the water- 
power resources of the area—though vast-—will merely furnish peaking power 
to supplement a much larger system of thermal stations. The public-utility re- 
sponsibility concept should be welcomed by the investor-owned utilities of the 
area, for it will assure that wherever their loads exceed their resources, the 
net amount of difference will be met by the regional corporations system. 


INTERSTATE COMPACTS 


There is some question in my mind concerning the purpose of section 14 which 
confers the consent of Congress on the States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 
Washington for the negotiation of an interstate compact, and provides for the 
assumption thereunder of the functions, duties, and powers of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation. 

If the Corporation is a sound concept there is no need for an interstate com- 
pact organization to assume its responsibility. If the concept of a Columbia 
River Development Corporation is unsound, then perhaps we should again review 
and attempt to improve upon the proposed legislation. 

It has been our experience that the interstate compact-type organization is 
not an effective vehicle through which to achieve comprehensive regional re- 


source development. 
CONCLUSION 


Lest my preceding remarks be construed as in opposition to the legislation 
being considered by this subcommittee, let me reiterate my support and the 
support of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association for the basic 
concept of unified regional resource development which is the purpose under- 
lying the establishment of the proposed Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration. 

We wholeheartedly support this principle, but we urge that some of the pro- 
visions of the present bill be very closely examined and evaluated before we 
choose to sit back and say to ourselves, and to the world, that this is the best 
possible bill we can enact to achieve multiple-purpose resource development in 
the Pacific Northwest. 

And as I have also said previously let us not pursue change for change itself. 
Let us not discard those elements of resource development which we know will 
work. And let us steer clear of legislation which will splinter and disperse the 
groups which have thus far helped us to achieve what we already have. 


EXcERPT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF BoArRD OF DIRECTORS, CONSUMERS POWER, 
Inc., CORVALLIS, OREG., NOVEMBER 26, 1958 


Whereas Senate bill 3114 provides for an amendment to the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation; and 

Whereas this bill will provide for the fullest practicable comprehensive 
development and conservation of the resources of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries; and 

Whereas the comprehensive development of the resources of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries is in the best interests of the members of Consumers 
Power, Inc., the public, and the Government: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Senate bill 3114, providing for the establishment of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation, be endorsed and that a statement to 
this effect be made at the regional hearing for this bill. 
(Motion carried.) 


STATEMENT OF B. R. LirrLte, MANAGER, CONSUMERS PowER, INC. 


My name is Ben Little. I live in Corvallis, Oreg., and am manager of Con- 
sumers Power, Inc., a rural electric cooperative serving more than 5,000 connected 
accounts in the mid-Willamette Valley—Benton, Lincoln, Linn, Polk, and Marion 
Counties. 

In 1954 I served as a member of the legislative and power policy committee 
of the Northwest Public Power Association. As a result of the research carried 
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on by our committee, we recommended passage of a resolution urging legislation 
to create a regional power organization in the Northwest. 

This resolution read as follows: 

“To open new avenues of agricultural and industrial opportunity and to pro- 
vide increased employment for an expanding population by accelerating the 
rate of power development, the Northwest Public Power Association, at its 
annual membership meeting in Tacoma, April 1, 1954, resolves that this associ- 
ation cooperate with other civic groups of the region in the preparation and 
sponsorship in the Congress on a bipartisan basis of legislation creating a 
regional public organization to carry forward the Northwest power program on 
a basis of assuring an adequate power supply, at the lowest possible rates con- 
sistent with the comprehensive development of the waterpower resources of the 
Pacific Northwest; provided the drafts of such legislation be sent to each mem- 
ber utility system with a request for comments and recommendations for 
improvements to the end of submitting a final draft to the 84th Congress in 
January 1955.” 

Because of my belief in the findings of this committee I am here today to add 
my support to Senate bill S. 3114 to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to 
establish the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Senator Nrusercer. Anybody else? I overlooked Mr. Little, for 
which I apologize, and I don’t want to overlook aa FOO. The pur- 
pose of these hearings in the field is to make possible for people who 
find it difficult or expensive or awkward to get to Washington, D.C., 
to have their views brought to the attention of the United States 
Senate. — poet 

Well, if there really is nobody else at this time, I want to express 
the appreciation of the subcommittee to the General Services Admin- 
istration, to Dr. Pearl, the Bonneville Administrator, and to Mr. 
Callison, the manager of this building, for making these facilities 
available to us. : 4 

I want to say that we have received some very valuable suggestions, 
recommendations, and criticisms today. The purpose of this hear- 
ing is to get further ideas so that this legilation can be perfected. 
The committee print we’re hearing about this week is merely a draft. 
However, it contains a great deal of valuable information, which was 
brought to us last May and June, on the original version of the bill 
S. 3114. We have followed many of these suggestions in bringing 
this committee print of November 21st to the attention of people in 
the Pacific Northwest. 

I have no doubt that the final version of the bill will contain some 
of the suggestions that have been made to us here and will be made 
later on this week in other places in the Pacific Northwest. 

I want to thank everybody who came here and testified, be he friend 
or foe of this legislation. That’s the way our democracy works, and 
we learn not only by praise, but we learn by criticism. 

In conclusion, I particularly want to say that we are grateful for 
the distinguished Senator-elect. from Alaska, Ernest Gruening, who 
sat with us for 3 or 4 hours this morning, and thereby made history 
by being the first occasion that a Senator from the 49th State, now 
the largest State in the Union, sat with any committee. It is my hope 
the next time we consider this bill, Colonel Sneed, that Senator 
Gruening will be a permanent member of the Senate Public Works 
Committee, as he said he is going to request service with us. 

Thank you all for attending, and I thank everybody here for co- 
operating with us. 
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The hearing record will remain open for approximately a month, 
If anybody desires to supplement their statement or to provide addi- 
tional views, they may do so. 

With that, we will stand in recess until 9:30 tomorrow morning 
in Seattle, Wash. 

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 
at 9:30 a.m,, Tuesday, December 9, 1958, in Seattle, Wash.) 

(The following statements were subsequently received for inclusion 
in the record of the Portland hearing :) 
PORTLAND, OREG., January 9, 1959. 












Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 85th 
Congress, U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Herewith supplemental statement of Wm. E. 
Buell, L. E. Kurtichanof, Paul D. Christerson, D. T. Mason, and L. A. Andrus, 
regarding committee print of the proposed amendments to the Bonneville Project 
Act. 

We would appreciate it if this supplemental statement could be printed in the 
record of the hearings on this committee print, together with the original state- 
ment filed by this same group of engineers. This original statement was filed 
with your subcommittee at the hearing in Portland. 

Yours very truly, 













LEONARD A. ANDRUS. 





SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF WM. E. BuELt, L. E. KurticHanor, Pau D. 
CHRISTERSON, D. T. MASON, AND L. A. ANDRUS 






(Submitted following the hearing on committee print, S. 3114, 85th Cong., held 
in Portland, Oreg., December 8, 1958, in accordance with instructions) 






The statement submitted by five engineers of Portland, Oreg., and read at the 
hearing in Portland, December 8, 1958, asserted that the proposed Columbia 
Development Corporation was socialism at the Federal Government level. The 
chairman asked Mr. Buell how it was socialistic. 

We believe that whenever ownership of any of the means of production falls 
into the hands of Government, that activity becomes socialistic and a step has 
been taken toward pure socialism. Inasmuch as the proposed Corporation is to 
be owned by the Federal Government, acquire its money for acquisitions and 
expansion from the Federal Government, produce electric energy and act as 
vendor of this energy, we cannot see how anyone can deny that this proposal 
is socialistic. 

Furthermore, we think we have good authority supporting this position. On 
January 1, 1954, the Oregonian published one of Norman Thomas’ columns. 
Mr. Thomas was discussing a proposal by Robert Moses, then chairman of the 
New York State Power Authority, to develop Niagara and St. Lawrence River 
power by that agency. We quote: “Mr. Moses is right that the advocacy of 
public power does not of itself make a Socialist (Mr. Moses was a Republican, 
Mr. Thomas wrote) or the practice of it constitute a full program of socialism. 
But, of course, the principle behind public development of power is socialistic and 
it is rather childlike to deny it.” 

Again, in his column appearing on May 27, 1956, in the Oregonian, Mr. Thomas 
comments on a bill by Senator Lehman authorizing development of power at 
Niagara and on the St. Lawrence by public agencies. We quote: “The Republi- 
as eans say, with truth, that this is a Socialist bill. At least, it is the sort of bill 

A that Socialists would introduce. It embodies the principle they were pioneers in 
urging. In any case, it is of the utmost importance * * * that great power 
developments, especially those involving the use of streams that certainly belong 
to no private individuals, should be publicly owned and developed.” 

We think that the people who sponsor this proposal agree with Mr. Thomas’ 
statements, and agree with us that they apply completely to this bill as drafted. 

It is our conviction that the real purpose in pushing this scheme is not to 
secure more power for the Columbia Basin. Rather, these sponsors are trying to 
revamp the Bonneville Project Act so that this Corporation, acting under a 
revised Bonneville Act, can attain a monopoly position in the generation of elec- 
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tric energy in the Columbia Basin. Whether or not this Corporation is social- 
istic and is designed to become monopolistic, there is no doubt that it will be 
a Federal Corporation, owned and financed by the Federal Government. 

The stated objective in urging this proposal is to provide the means to secure 
adequate energy for the needs of the Columbia Basin. It is proposed to do this 
by means of this Government Corporation acting under a revised Bonneville 
Project Act. 

The question is, Will such a Corporation accomplish this mission better than 
has the Bonneville Power Administration? 

By suggesting tihs changed setup and all these amendments to the Bonneville 
Project Act, the sponsors admit that the Bonneville Power Administration has 
been unable to do what its original sponsors believed it would do. Is anyone 
prepared to assure us that the present scheme will produce better results? And, 
if so, at what cost? 

We believe the means proposed will, in the long run, be no more effective than 
Bonneville Power Administration has been. 

As we see it, this Government Corporation has, as its real objective, the 
creation of a Government monopoly in power generation in the Columbia Basin. 
It is hopeless to expect that such a result can come about through such means. 

More hydroelectric developments in the Columbia and its tributaries can be 
secured, most easily, quickly, and surely, by giving all agencies now ready, 
willing, and able to go ahead, equal access to the sites. If a development should 
be a multipurpose development, let each agency pay for its part of the whole 
cost, as is provided in this proposed bill. 

If there must be a single agency owning and controlling all these power de- 
velopments, let it be one in which all distributors, not just the public agencies, 
participate, and let ownership reside in the interested parties, not the Govern- 
ment. These agencies, public and private, all have a continuing interest in 
having adequate supplies of power, they can raise money in the open market, 
they have the know-how and they can, if they will, cooperate effectively, as has 
been demonstrated in the Northwest power pool. 

As for the preference clause, let us recognize it for what it is, a failure, and 
eliminate it. When supplies are ample, no preference is needed; if supplies 
become short, operation of this clause would cause dissension and hard feel- 
ing, because of the discrimination that would be practiced. It would be far 
better that all suffer so that a concerted effort could be made to correct the 
trouble. 

Questions of priority in the use of water should be settled by an interstate 
compact commission. This commission should prepare overall plans, issue 
its permits and decide the order in which projects may be built. Bear in 
mind that much of the opposition to the committee print proposal comes because 
some group or groups fear they will be discriminated against in favor of other 
groups. A well-planned compact and a strong, fair-minded interstate compact 
commission will compose such differences before they become acute. 

Respectfully submitted. 

W. E. BUELL. 

L. E. KURTICHANOF. 
PAUL D. CHRISTERSON. 
Davip T, Mason, 

L. A. ANDRUS. 

JANUARY 6, 1959. 


MULTNOMAH County LaBor CouncIL, AFL-CIO, 
Portland, Oreg., December 29, 1598. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The following resolution was concurred in by the 
Multnomah County Labor Council, AFL-CIO, at its regular meeting held 
February 10, 1958: 

“Whereas there are currently 50,000 unemployed members of the Oregon 
working force; and 

“Whereas major effort must be made by Oregon’s organized labor, Oregon 
business leadership, and Oregon’s State government if Oregon’s economy is to 
show adequate improvement in the development of industry; and 

“Whereas it is generally accepted that a major factor in Oregon industrial pay- 
roll development is an assured, continuing and growing supply of hydroelectric 
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power at a cost to industry competitive with power supplies in other regions; 
and 

“Whereas events have shown that such power, if it is to be available at q 
price sufficiently low for this purpose, must be developed in considerable measure 
at multiple-purpose dams and with low-cost public financing: Therefore be it 

“Resolwed, That Portland Central Labor Council endorse and support in 
principle the following proposals: 

“1. The formation of a Federal regional power corporation as proposed by 
Senator R. L. Neuberger and the Portland Oregonian. 

“2. A strong Oregon State Power Commission as proposed by Governor Robert 
Holmes and as set forth in the initiative petition filed January 3 by the Oregon 
Electric Consumers’ Council.” 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD J. WHELAN, Secretary. 


PorTLAND, OreG., December 3, 1958. 
Senator RricHAarRpD NEUBERGER, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR: I am more than pleased with your interest in the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill. 

I believe that the Columbia River belongs to all of the people and this bill 
certainly is in the interest of the development of the river for the best and 
maximum use. 

Sincerely, 
Emery G. INGHAM. 


REesoLuTion—Union County Pomona GRANGE, OREGON 


Whereas we are going to need an abundance of cheap power: Now, therefore, 
be it 
Resolved, That Union County Pomona Grange this 13th day of December 1958, 
go on record as favoring the enactment of the Columbia River regional corpora- 
tion bill ; and be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to our Representatives and 
Senators in Congress. 
HENRY WEATHERSPOON, Master. 
Laura BE. Bates, Secretary. 








BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


TUESDAY, DECEMBER 9, 1958 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Con'rror—Rivers AND Harpors, 
Seattle, Wash. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room 
811, U.S. Courthouse, Seattle, Wash., Hon. Richard L. Neuberger 
presiding. 

Present: Senator Neuberger, Messrs. Mapes, Sneed, and Moulton. 

Senator Neurercer. This subcommittee will please come to order. 

Before we commence taking testimony here in Seattle, I would like 
to introduce the people who are with me. 

At my left is Mr. Theo. W. Sneed, technical staff member of the 
Senate Public Works Committee, Mr. Rodney Moulton, assistant to 
Senator Francis Case of South Dakota, who is the ranking Republican 
Member of the Senate Committee on Public Works, and Mr. M. C. 
Mapes, Jr., assigned by Senator Murray to work with the Public 
Works Committee on this particular issue. 

We are taking testimony in some of the major communities in all 
four of the States of the Pacific Northwest this week on the Columbia 
River Regional Development Corporation bill, so that we may take 
back for the other members of the committee the ideas, suggestions 
and recommendations of various groups that are interested in the bill 
as well as of individual citizens who have an interest. 

In this way, the members of the committee who do not have the time 
or the opportunity to come out to this region can learn some of the 
viewpoints in the Pacific Northwest on this particular piece of legis- 
lation, which is so important to the Northwest, and to the country as 
a whole. 

I realize that very often people in far flung areas of the country 
such as this, and in my own State, are somewhat disturbed when there 
is only one Senator present to take testimony. I have learned that 
this is far more the prevailing rule than a full committee attendance. 
There are so many demands on the time and the energy of a Member 
of the U.S. Senate that very frequently hearing records are compiled 
by only one Member of the Senate. 

I have found this to be the case when all Members of the Senate 
are available; however, this does not mean that all the Members of 
the Senate and all the members of each particular committee are not 
interested. 

The hearing records are studied carefully, and on the basis of these 
records, the Senators make up their mind. I have here a very copious 
and extensive hearing record of approximately 660 pages, which was 
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compiled as the result of testimony taken on the earlier version of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. These hearings oc- 
curred late in May and June of this year in Washington, D.C. 

It is our hope that a similar and equally exhaustive and compre- 
hensive record will take place from our hearings in the Northwest. 

Our first witness is the Honorable Earl Coe, ‘for many years Secre- 
tary of State for the State of Washington, and now Director of the 
Department of Conservation and Development of the State of 
Washington. 

Mr. Coe, we will be very pleased to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Cor. Senator Neuberger, I have a prepared statement I’d like 
to read into the record, if I may, and I have several copies of this if 
you would like—how many copies would you like? 

Senator Nevsercer. We would like three or four for members of 
the staff and one for the reporter. 

I also want to say before Mr. Coe testifies that our official reporter 
taking the transcript of testimony is Mr. Clarence G. Adams. Weare 
following a little bit different practice on this occasion, instead of 
having a Washington, D.C., reporter as usual. We feel we get away 
from absenteeism, and giv e the local community an opportunity to 
participate. 

Very well, Mr. Coe, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF EARL COE, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVA- 
TION AND DEVELOPMENT, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Cor. My name is Ear] Coe. I am director of the Department 
of Conservation of the State of Washington. I am appearing as a 
representative of the Honorable Albert D. Rosellini, Governor of the 
State of Washington, who is unable to be present because of prior 
commitments. 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to present a statement on 
the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill, a bill 
to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish a C olumbia 
River Development Corporation. 

The State of Washington strongly supports the principles and 
objectives of this act. We think the establishment of a central agency 
for the purpose of developing projects, not only for electric power, 
but for all the desirable uses of water is sound and in the best interest 
of the people. We feel the Corporation bill is excellent as far as it 
goes in this direction; however, we think that the measure might be 
improved by the formulation of a more complete set of policy direc- 
tives relating the nonpower functions of water-resource develop- 
ment. Although the measure might be strengthened and improved, 
we feel it is a significant step in the right direction and deserves 
support. We base our support on the vital regional needs the meas- 
ure will fulfill. 

REGIONAL HOME RULE 


Regional home rule is probably the most vital need the Corpo- 
ration will fulfill. The bill provides that management of the Corpo- 
ration shall be vested in a Board of Directors who are residents of 
the Pacific Northwest. The Board is required to obtain counsel, 
assistance and participation of interested people of the region and 
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particularly through representatives of State and local governments. 
The Board is also directed to elicit on opinion by conducting pub- 
lic meetings and hearings on the Corporation’s programs and 
activities. 

The Corporation bill further provides for home rule by establish- 
ing an Advisory Council to be composed of residents of the Pacific 
Northwest. The Advisory Council will make available to the Board 
independent assistance and counsel reflecting the needs and opinions 
of the people of the region. 

We feel the home-rule provisions will not only make the Corpora- 
tion more responsive to the needs and opinions of the people, but will 
provide the people a better understanding of the resource problems 
confronting the region. 


COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 


Long-range, comprehensive planning is a vital need of the region 
and is becoming greater as recreation, pollution control, industrial 
water supply and other uses of water gain importance. Not only 
is the need great, but the planning work involved; planning must 
encompass the entire basin area and all uses of water. 

The main key to comprehensive, multipurpose river-basin develop- 
ment is hydroelectric power. But power development, if pursued 
singularly, can be detrimental to the best public interest. A prime 
example of this is the development of the middle portion of the 
Snake River. 

Construction of low-head, single-purpose power projects instead of 
the high-head multipurpose Hells Canyon project has resulted in a 
loss of more than 250,000 kilowatts of prime power, 2,300,000 acre- 
feet of vitally needed flood control storage, and other multipurpose 
benefits. 

Power development can, however, be used as a yardstick by which 
to measure the development and planning work ahead. 

Recent publications of the Federal Power Commission and the 
Power Planning Subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency 
Committee list the ultimate hydroelectric power potential of the 
Pacific Northwest to be 47 million kilowatts. Of this total 14 million 
kilowatts are existing or under construction, which leaves 33 million 
kilowatts, or 70 percent, of the power for future development. 

Many of the underdeveloped projects are small and at the present 
time not economically feasible to construct. Nevertheless, they should 
be considered in long-range planning as economic and other factors are 
constantly changing. 

Section 4 of the measure adequately equips the Corporation to per- 
form the necessary comprehensive planning. It provides that a broad 
base be established for planning and directs the Corporation, the 
Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation to consult with 
each other to the fullest extent necessary to facilitate advanced 
planning. 

In addition, they are directed to consult with other affected Federal, 
State, and local agencies. Thus, the Corporation will effect long- 
range comprehensive planning which will reflect the needs of not only 
one State, Federal agency or local area, but, instead the needs of all 
agencies and all people of the region. 
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REALISTIC CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES 


Long-range comprehensive planning, to be useful, must be imple- 
mented by realistic construction schedules. At the present time un- 
realistic scheduling of project construction is one of the salient defects 
in our resource development. Conflicts between agencies and private 
corporations have frequently resulted in excessive delays in carrying 
forward a construction program needed to meet the region’s power an 
other needs. The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have often carried construction programs to the stage of public 
hearings only to find that the programs conflict with private interests 
or with programs of other Government agencies. Ay 

Experience has shown that when Congress is faced with a division 
of opinion among various interests concerning the construction of 
major improvements such as multipurpose dams, it tends to defer 
authorization of such projects—however much they may be needed— 
until the interests of the region can reconcile their Liteon, Under 

resent administration there is no mechanism for reconciling these 
interests before the projects are submitted to Congress. 

As a result of this conflict, construction programs have languished 
and the needs of the region have not been met. The Columbia River 
and its tributaries are still not controlled to prevent devastating 
floods, and grave power shortages have plagued the region since 
1948. Upstream storage, which is so vital to power production, flood 
control, and other multiple uses of water is a prime example of how 
existing administration has failed. The 308 Review Report of 1948 
set a minimum storage goal for flood control of 22 million acre-feet 
and recommended the construction of five projects to attain this 
goal. 

None of the recommended projects have been constructed. The 
storage provisions for two of the projects, Priest Rapids and John 
Day have been deleted or greatly reduced; Hell’s Canyon, which was 
listed as a key storage project on the Snake River is being developed 
essentially for single-purpose power production; Libby, a similar key 
project on the Kootenai River, is stalemated in international compli- 
cations and Glacier View has not been constructed because it infringed 
upon Glacier National Park. 

The Corporation will provide for timely and adequate construction 
schedules by preparing annually advance construction programs. 
The advance programs will set forth the sequence and timing of major 
projects, the method by which such projects are proposed to be under- 
taken and many other items pertinent to the development programs. 


SOUND METHOD OF SELF-FINANCING 


The Corporation will effect its programs of comprehensive planning 
and multipurpose project construction by a sound method of self- 
financing. The method of financing provides for the issuance of in- 
terest-bearing bonds and the establishment of an operating fund. 
The bonds will supply the Corporation with low-interest funds which 
are necessary for comprehensive development, and the operating fund 
will enable the Corporation to use revenues in excess of obligations 
for capital expansion. 
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PREFERENCE CLAUSE IN JEOPARDY 


Geographic allocation of power in the event of shortage, as provided 
for in section 9, jeopardizes the long-established and time-tested prin- 
ciple of public and nonprofit preference in the distribution of federally 
generated power. We feel this is not in the best interest of the peo- 
ple and further feel that it is unnecessary. The strong public respon- 
sibility provision of this same section, in our estimation, will ade- 
quately prevent an unreasonable geographic concentration of power. 

We urge that the portion of section 9 concerning geographic alloca- 
tion of power be deleted and that the existing preference provisions of 
the Bonneville Project Act remain intact. 


STATES’ WATER RIGHTS 


We wish to emphasize the question of States’ water rights. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, beginning with the Pelton decision 
in Oregon, and followed by the Ivanhoe decision in California and 
subsequent cases such as the Hawthorne case in Nevada and the Santa 
Margarita case in California, State water laws have received serious 
setbacks as far as their applicability to Federal lands or projects is 
concerned. 

The State of Washington, through the Department of Conserva- 
tion, is a party to litigation which has continued for more than 11 
years in the matter of division of waters on Ahtanum Creek near 
Yakima, Wash. Basically, the United States, through the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, wishes to overturn a 1908 agreement with the Yakima 
Tribe on the division of water from Ahtanum Creek, a division which 
has been adjudicated under the water laws of the State of Washington. 

The question of States’ water rights, of course, has been before 
the Senate Committee on Public Works for many years, the legisla- 
tion in the 85th Congress on this subject being S. 863. 

As this point, I wish to submit for the record, a copy of Resolution 
1, entitled, “Compliance by All Federal Agencies With State Water 
Laws,” which was adopted by the convention of the National Recla- 
mation Association, at Houston, Tex., November 21, 1958. 

In this resolution, it is urged that the Congress should at once— 
enact a law so clear and unambiguous as to be incapable of evasion by either 
executive order or judicial interpretation and requiring every agency, permittee, 
licensee, and employee of the Federal Government ,as a condition precedent to 
the taking or use of any water, to acquire a right to the use thereof in con- 
formity with State laws and procedures relating to the control, appropriation, 
use, or distribution of such water; and defining the water affected by such 
legislation to include all water originating on federally owned or controlled 
lands which contribute to flowing or moving surface or ground waters. 

In the proposed legislation for the Columbia River Development 
Corporation, we are pleased to note that section 7 of the Bonneville 
Act is amended so that section (c) seems to take care of States’ 
water rights as far as irrigation is concerned. It could well be that 
in the absence of Federal legislation on this overall subject, the pro- 
tection to the Northwest States in section 7(c) of this Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill would be all that is available as a 
safeguard in this important field. 

We wish to urge that section 7(c) be retained, and strengthened, 
if that is deemed necessary by the committee. 
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In summary, we feel that the basic principles and objectives of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill are sound and deserve 


strong support. : 
We further feel that, although the measure might be strengthened 


in regard to nonpower uses of water and the geographic allocation 
should be deleted, the provisions for home rule, comprehensive re- 
source planning, realistic construction programs and sound financing 
are vitally needed and will rectify many of the inadequacies inherent 
in existing administration and development of our water resources. 
(Resolution 1, Nation Reclamation Association, is as follows:) 


COMPLIANCE BY ALL FEDERAL AGENCIES WITH STATE WATER LAWS 


Whereas the principle of supremacy of State water laws in deriving rights 
to the ownership, distribution, and use of ground and surface waters has been 
recognized in States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th principal meridian 
by both Federal law, State law, and the enabling acts by which many of the 
States were admitted to the Union; and 

Whereas the stability of the economy, the property values, and the con- 
tinued peace, prosperity, and development of much of the whole United States 
is dependent on a continued recognition of the supremacy of State water laws 
and the property rights which have been derived and settled thereunder; 
and 

Whereas acts of some of the departments of the executive branch of the 
Federal Government and even decisions of the judicial branch of the Fed- 
eral Government have thrown doubt upon the sanctity of these principles and 
the property and human rights protected thereby ; and 

Whereas application of the principle of preservation of existing and potential 
beneficial uses of water by reference to application of State law is beneficial 
throughout the Nation; and 

Whereas application of authority to control interstate commerce or other 
claimed constitutional authority ought to be used by any branch of the Federal 
Government to impair or destroy the supremacy of State water laws and the 
property and human values based thereon: Now, therefore, be it, 

Resolved by the National Reclamation Association, That the Congress should, 
at once, enact a law so clear and unambiguous as to be incapable of evasion 
by either Executive order or judicial interpretation and requiring every agency, 
permittee, licensee, and employee of the Federal Government, as a condition 
precedent to the taking or use of any water, to acquire a right to the use thereof 
in conformity with State laws and procedures relating to the control, appro- 
priation, use or distribution of such water; and defining the water affected 
by such legislation to include all water originating on federally owned or 
controlled lands which contribute to flowing or moving surface or ground waters. 

Adopted at Houston, Tex., November 21, 1958. 


Mr. Cor. Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you, 
Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. I would just like to comment on one or two 
aspects of your testimony, if I may. I am going to take that liberty 
because your testimony is so important because it presents the view 
of the State government of our sister State, and one of the great 
States of the Northwest and Pacific coast. I am particularly pleased 
that you noted our effort in this bill to protect water rights. In my 
opinion, the inclusion of this particular section to which you have 
made reference will actually strengthen State water rights and help 
to protect those water rights against some of the weakening influences 
such as some of the Supreme Court decisions that have been men- 
tioned and cited. 

I am also pleased that you stressed that regional home rule is 
strengthened. Reference has been made in certain parts of the press 
to claims that this bill would weaken home rule. Actually, it would 
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provide for a five-man board which would be representative of all 
four of the Pacific Northwest States, and today much of our water, 
for example, is under the domination of appointees 3,000 miles away 
in Washington, D.C., very few, if any, of whom are residents of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Cor. Or the Department of Justice, who has no interest in 
the matter at all, you might say. 

Senator Neusercer. I am going to put in the hearing record a state- 
ment from the Seattle Post Intelligencer, entitled “Federal Franken- 
stein,” in which it was stated that the Columbia River Development 
Corporation would have a three-man czarist board, and I want to 
point out that this czarist board—I don’t know what that means—is 
composed of five members, plus a Federal Power Commission and the 
Federal Communications Commission, and it said this alleged czarist 
board could not be removed by this region’s citizens for any cause 
whatsoever. 

I don’t know how any citizens of the Northwest could remove mem- 
bers of the Federal Power Commission either. I just don’t know how 
you can get rid of any members for any cause whatsoever unless they 
resort to assassination, and I am going to include this editorial in 
the hearing record, because I want every point of view expressed and 
available to my committee. 

I do want to comment on one particular part of your able testimony 
where you and I might be in some slight disagreement, and I want 
to explain it to you for inclusion in the record. 

On page 6, you made reference to your opposition to the clause in 
the bill which provides for geographical allocation for power. Now 
we do not seek in this clause geographic monopolization of power or 
geographic concentration of power. What we have attempted to do 
in this clause is merely to provide that when, in the view of the mem- 
bers of the Corporation, oe is an unreasonable geographic concen- 
tration of the power sold by the Corporation that the members and 
officers of the regional Corporation shall have the authority to cor- 
rect that. This particular provision was put in the bill for just one 
very obvious reason, which is a fact of life. 

In the Pacific Northwest, we have four States, each of which con- 
tributes greatly to the power resources of the Columbia River. It so 
happens that the great State of which you have so long been a dis- 
tinguished and outstanding official has far more public agencies than 
the other three States combined. If the preference clause operates 
exclusively without any modification or restraint whatsoever, it is 
obviously possible that virtually all the energy that is generated by 
the river system rising in the four States could go to just one State. I 
know the people of Washington wouldn’t want that, and certainly the 
people of the other States wouldn’t want that either. At the same 
time, I think the preference clause should be retained because we know 
its basic power should go to public agencies. However, the Congress, 
in other instances, has seen fit to put on slight modifications to the 
preference clause. 

Mr. Moulton is here representing Senator Case from South Dakota. 
Senator Case put in the clause reference to the Big Bend Dam on the 
Missouri River, which would reserve 50 percent of the power for 
South Dakota. Nebraska is essentially a State largely served by 
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public-owned systems totally owned in that State, isn’t that true? If 
this were not included in the bill, it is possible that this power gen- 
erated in South Dakota could be totally drained off from South Dakota 
and used exclusively in Nebraska, therefore this clause was adopted 
by the Senate Committee on Public Works and went rincbins ty the 
Senate and House each twice because the Senate and House vetoed the 
original bill. Within South Dakota, the public power preference 
clause still would prevail. In other words, if South Dakota obtains 
this reserve power from the Big Bend Dam within the borders of 
South Dakota, the REA co-ops, for example, or a municipal system 
could prevail over South Dakota in obtaining that power. 

I felt in recommending section 9, which would prevent an unreason- 
able geographic concentration of the power that this really was a 
very modest, very democratic, and very moderate modification of the 
preference clause, merely to prevent in the Pacific Northwest a situ- 
ation where, in your own great State, there could be virtually monop- 
olized all the power from the Federal dams in the Columbia River 


system. 
In my opinion, if that should ever happen, we would greatly weaken 


the support in the other three States, the support that comes from the 
Senate, and others for the appropriations to build these dams, and it 
would seem to me these are reasonable compromises that I hope you 


will take under advisement. 
I do hope that you and your able associates will take this into con- 


sideration. 
Thank you so much, Mr. Coe. We are so pleased to have you and 
pleased with Governor Rosellini for making your testimony available. 


{From the Seattle (Wash.) Post Intelligencer, Dec. 9, 1958] 
FEDERAL FRANKENSTEIN 


Today in Seattle there will be a public hearing on something called the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation bill. 

The hearing will be a continuation of a hearing held in Portland yesterday. 
The measure is a particular pet of Oregon Senator Richard Neuberger. For 
many years before he entered politics he was lachrymose, to the extent of tens 
of thousands of printed words, over the fact that the Columbia River Basin was 
not trussed up by a Federal bureaucracy, like the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Over the years the shortcomings of the TVA became painfully apparent, so 
Senator Neuberger and like-minded cohorts stopped talking about a Columbia 
River Valley Authority. They began talking—and acting—on a Columbia River 
Development Corporation. 

That sounds more palatable, more like the free enterprise system. And Neu- 
berger and associates will try to tell you that it has nothing in common with 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Don’t let them kid us here—because we have a stake in the future of the 
big river of the West, just as do Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and western Canada. 

Symbolically and actually, we suspect that the Columbia is too big to be em- 
braced by political and bureaucratic thinking. But one of the questions that 
should be asked at the hearing today is just why the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee sat for 9 months on a letter written by Comptroller General Joseph Camp- 
bell. As revealed last Wednesday by David Sentner, chief of this newspaper’s 
Washington bureau, that letter—speaking for the General Accounting Office— 
shot the proposed measure as full of holes as a Christmas goose. 

Among other things, the Comptroller General said: 

“The methods and media to be used for the disposition of electrical energy 
produced by Federal facilities are matters for determination by Congress. 

“We are not convinced that a Columbia River Development Corporation would 
be a more satisfactory medium. 
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“Such a corporate entity is free from the normal safeguards to maintain ade- 
quate control over the conduct of public business and the expenditure of public 
funds.” 

There is plenty more in the Comptroller General’s letter, and all of it should 
be aired here. 

Make no mistake about it, the Neuberger proposal would throw into confusion 
the present laws involving navigation, flood control, and other nonpower uses 
of the great Columbia. 

By harnessing the historic influence and power of the river it would create 
the greatest Federal Frankenstein the Pacific Northwest has ever seen. And its 
three-man czarist board could not. be removed by this region’s citizens for any 
cause whatsoever. 

The people of Washington State should make it clear today that they want no 
part of the Neuberger bill—now and forever. 

Senator Neusercer. The next witness is Mr. C. David Gordon, man- 
aging director, Association of Washington Industries. 


Mr. Gordon, won’t you proceed please ? 


STATEMENT OF C. DAVID GORDON, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
ASSOCIATION OF WASHINGTON INDUSTRIES 


Mr. Gorpon. I am C. David Gordon, and my business address is 
212 Capital Park Building, Olympia, Wash. 

We wish to thank the members of the Committee on Public Works 
and this subcommittee for holding this public hearing in our State 
and granting us the opportunity to be heard on this matter of creating 
a Columbia River Development Corporation by amending the Bonne- 
ville Project Act as set forth in a committee print dated November 
21, 1958. 

The Association of Washington Industries, which I serve as manag- 
ing director, is an organization of business and industry in the State 
of Washington. It was formed in 1944, and has at the present time a 
membership of approximately 700 employers who employ approxi- 
mateley 300,000 persons in the State, with a gross average weekly 
payroll of $26 million or about $114 billion annually. Its membership 
of large, medium, and small business and industry interests is statewide 
in scope and represents a cross section of the business and industrial 
citizenship of our State. 

We are vitally concerned about creating a Federal corporation with 
jurisdiction to effect decisions as to the merits of an economic proposal 
affecting such matters as recreation, flood control, navigation, irriga- 
tion, reclamation, power, water supply, fishing, and mining—a large 
part of the economic base of our State. The proposed corporation 
would not solve anything but would, instead, become part of the 
problem. 

One of the effects of this legislation would be to discourage, if not 
end, the development of the few remaining hydroelectric projects 
through present avenues of combining local capital and experience. 
The proposed entity will capture or take over future responsibility. 
If one should be heard to say that such action is not contemplated, 
then there is no justification for the legislation. The legislation 
certainly does not seek to encourage local or private endeavor. 

We in the State of Washington have the ability to initiate and act 
for continual progress through local cooperation without this Federal 
corporation. The establishment, therefore, of the proposed entity for 
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the Columbia River Basin is not a necessary or essential function of 
the Federal Government. 

The language of the committee print is a gangplank for infinite 
objectives not capable of being vocally contemplated today. It opens 
avenues for Federal control of existing and projected requirements to 
maintain and develop payrolls in the State of Washington. The 
endangering ramifications to the business climate of our State can be 
found in the language in sections 4 and 9 of the committee print. As 
to the latter section, and its application to rates, we recognize that it is 
a function of management to establish rates where competition 
and other every day features of the market place are present. It is a 
far different situation with a governmental monopoly not affected or 
concerned with other business responsibilities. 

Some of the incidental language in the committee print could, if it 
became law, be projected by the general manager into a broad function. 
There would remain no right or process through which private citizens 
or firms could effectively protest or question his decisions. He can, for 
example, as an important voice on the proposed Joint Cost Allocation 
Board, make sweeping application of incidental authority on water- 
quality control—a matter of no direct concern to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

We in the State of Washington enjoy a way of life which has the 
ingredients of growth and change and we are adjusting tothem. We, 
for example, are meeting the increase in our State’s population growth, 
Our State’s tax base, payroll taxes, and freight rate components are 
being treated by existing authorities. We are doing so without a Fed- 
eral corporation affecting our right to own and keep the property and 
tools of production controlling these ingredients. 

The Association of Washington Industries recently passed a resolu- 
tion declaring itself in opposition to such a congressional proposal as 
set forth in committee print of November 21, 1958, and it is attached 
to my statement for your consideration. 

We respectfully suggest that your subcommittee not approve this 
legislation. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 

Whereas there was introduced in the 85th Congress a bill, 8S. 3114( to establish 
a Columbia River Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas a bill aimed to establish the same or similar type corporation may be 
introduced in the 86th Congress ; and 

Whereas these proposals have as their aim the establishment of a Federal cor- 
poration in the Northwest with powers affecting the construction, operation, and 
development of water resources of the Columbia River; and 

Whereas said power may be exercised to the exclusion of others and without 
standards or effective review to guide the exercise of such power; and 

Whereas existing groups and agencies have demonstrated their competence and 
ability to maintain, plan and develop the water resources of said river; and 

Whereas the Association of Washington Industries favors the orderly develop- 
ment of the resources of the Columbia River under existing groups and agen- 

ies ; and 
: Whereas there is no need for the application of a Federal authority to control 
or promote the general economic welfare of the State of Washington : Now, there 
fore, b 

aerate That the Association of Washington Industries declares itself in 
opposition to any congressional proposal which establishes a Federal corporate 
entity for the general comprehensive development and conservation of the 
Columbia River and its tributaries. 
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Senator Nrusercer. I just want to ask you one question, if I may. 
On the final page of your testimony, you say there “would remain 
no right or process through which private citizens or firms could 
eeteteraly protest or question his decisions.” What do you mean by 
that ? 

Mr. Gorpon. That refers to the General Manager. 

Senator Nrupercer. What is it that makes you believe that a 

rivate citizen or firm would have any less right to question the 
Sesision of this or any other Government agency ? 

Mr. Gorpvon. For practical purposes the General Manager’s au- 
thority would be arbitrary and final. 

Senator Neusercer. How would you protest the decisions of the 
Secretary of Interior or the Attorney General of the United States, 
or the Federal Power Commission, any more than the decisions of the 
General Manager of the Columbia River Development Corporation ? 

I presume you were born in this country. r don’t know, but I 
imagine that you and most of us at this table, have lived in the United 
States ever since we were born. How can you say that no private 
citizen or firm can effectively protest the Soawlen of this General 
Manager when you say that you are unaware of the method by which 
this is done? 

Mr. Gorvon. I don’t think the question of what exists necessarily 
relates to what is proposed. Let’s judge this proposal on its merits, 

Senator Neupercer. Aren’t you concerned about how you would 
effectively protest a decision to draft you into the military service, 
or oppose a levy on your paycheck? Why is it that you cannot 
effectively protest any other Federal agency that exists in our country 
and which governs you? 

Mr. Gorvon. I am certainly willing to give up certain prerogatives 
to the Federal Government—military service is one of them—but I 
think the Federal Government should not enter into any more of 
these activities than is absolutely necessary, and I think this is one 
which we can clearly do without. 

Senator Nrusereer. How do you protest decisions that are made 
by the existing officials of this Nation, such as the Secretary of the 
Interior or the Commissioner of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Gorvon. Well, these powers inherent here go beyond what 
exists today. If they didn’t go beyond, there would be no necessity 
for this. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of the very great authority the 
other officials 1 have mentioned have over natural resources? The 
point I am making is this: When you say you can’t effectively pro- 
test these decisions, against the decisions of this regional corporation, 
you wouldn’t have any more control over that than you would have 
over the decisions of any other governmental agency which you look 
to your Members of Congress to bring influence or facts before the 
officers of the Corporation through the courts, if you feel this au- 
thority has been exceeded. None of these things are abrogated. 

Mr. Gorpon. I think you have two factors here, Senator. You have 
the factor of how much authority are you going to reside in some 
creature of the Federal Government, and the second factor of course, 
is how are you going to restrict against misuse of it. In this instance, 
we feel that, whether or not there is equal or better opportunity to 
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protest, this goes entirely too far in the granting of authority. We 
think these matters should be kept away from Government and left 
in the hands of the citizens of this country, and only where it abso- 
lutely imperative that the citizens can’t handle their problems, then 
the Government should. 

Senator Neusercer. Are you opposed to the Federal Government 
developing Federal electric power ¢ 

Mr. Gorpon. I am opposed to its developing hydroelectric power 
as a general thing, yes, but I am convinced that there will be, or have 
been, specific instances where it will be justified. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Gordon, very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Wendell Black, general counsel, Puget 
Sound Power & Light Co. 


STATEMENT OF WENDELL BLACK, GENERAL COUNSEL, PUGET 
SOUND POWER & LIGHT CO. 


Mr. Buack. Senator Neuberger, I am, as stated, attorney for the 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co., and I am here to advise the subcom- 
mittee that the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. is strongly opposed 
to this bill to develop the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The notice of this Leasing stated that for the accuracy of the record 


that statements and arguments should be reduced to writing, and that 
such statements might be forwarded to the committee in Washington, 
D.C. In accordance with that admonition, the company did reduce 
its objections to writing, and in the form of a letter dated December 4 
of this year, which it mailed to the committee in Washington, D.C., a 


copy of which letter I have with me, and which I would like to read 
into the record. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you have any extra copies? 

Mr. Biack. Yes, I do. 

Senator Neusercer. Will you give them to us, please ? 

Mr. Buack. This letter is addressed to the Board, and it is in re 
the bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


Please be advised that Puget Sound Power & Light Co. is strongly opposed to 
this bill. There are set forth below this company’s basic objections to the 
proposed legislation : 

1. The general purpose of the bill is wrong in that it provides for the develop- 
ment and control of the power resources of the Pacific Northwest by a Federal 
corporation, whereas such resources should be developed and controlled locally— 
with Federal participation on a partnership basis. 

2. The bill endangers all existing electric systems in the Pacific Northwest 
for the Corporation would have the power to destroy existing publicly and 
privately owned electric systems by condemning such systems or vital portions 
thereof. 

8. The Corporation—which is wholly unregulated—would, through control of 
rates and practices, have an economic stranglehold on the Pacific Northwest 
and would be in a position to discriminate in favor of one State and against 
another. 

4. The authority given in the bill, for the Corporation to intervene in proceed- 
ings before the Federal Power Commission upon applications for power licenses, 
upon the mere ground that the Corporation has plans for the development would 
discourage any local entity from going to the very substantial expense involved 
in the making of an application for a license. 
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5. The right of priority over new industrial loads accorded to the private utili- 
ties under their 20-year power contracts with Bonneville would be virtually 
nullified by the provisions of subsection (c) of section 17 of the act, which reads: 

“The Corporation shall assume all of the obligations and liabilities of the 
United States pertaining to any properties and contracts transferred to the 
Corporation, except that in the sale or disposition of energy from any generating 
facility completed after the effective date of this act the Corporation shall not 
be bound by the provision of any contract which purports to restrict sales for 
industrial purposes in any manner not expressly provided for by this act.” 

This would mean that the United States would be repudiating a contractual 
commitment. 


One purpose of the hearings which you are conducting on this bill is to 
ascertain public sentiment. Accordingly, you will be interested in the results 
of the survey of public opinion in the Puget Sound-Cascade region made in 
mid-1958 by Louis Harris & Associates. This survey shows that there has been 
a steady growth of sentiment in support of the private-public partnership con- 
cept in electric power development. 

The 1958 survey shows a 2 to 1 margin in favor of the development of large 
power projects jointly by private companies and either local public agencies 
or the Federal Government as compared with a margin of 4 to 3 in 1957. The 
survey also shows a rejection of the idea of primary dependence on the Federal 
Government for power development by a margin of 5 to 1 in 1958 as compared 
with a margin of 3 to 1 in 1957. It is thus apparent that since the bill provides 
for complete domination of the power resources of the Pacific Northwest by 
the Federal Government, it is just the opposite of what the people of this area 
want. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK MCLAUGHLIN, President. 

Senator Nreusercer. Thank you very much. 

I want to ask you one question that somewhat puzzles me. The last 
paragraph refers to this public opinion survey which has assertedly 
a very overwhelming measure of public opinion in the Puget Sound- 
Cascade region in favor of the so-called partnershi preren Why is 
it, in your opinion, in the elections that have been held here, the 
officials elected that advocated the partnership program have been 
defeated so decisively, whereas the proponents of the Federal power 
program, such as Senators Magnuson and Jackson and Governor 
Rosellini have been elected so decisively ? 

Mr. Buack. There are very many issues involved, so it is impossible 
to say that an electorate favored one principle as against another. I 
think party affiliation has a very great bearing on the rule of political 
elections. 

Senator Nevugercer. However, you state that “this certain program” 
is just the opposite of what the people of this area want, and at the 
same time the people of this area are voting for candidates on the 
ballot who take an opposite point of view, that such a statement is 
questionable to say the least. If the advocates of the partnership 
program had won the elections as decisively as the opponents of the 
partnership program, would you have cited that fact in that letter? 

Mr. Brack. I think that as a lawyer I would present the evidence 
that supports my position, and I am sure you as a lawyer have also 
done likewise. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Moulton ? 

Mr. Movtton. Under your 20-year contract now, for power, with 
Bonneville, does the Government give you a 5-year notice if they 
are going to cancel, or what? 

r. Buacx. There is a cancellation, a right of cancellation that we 
have if the Bonneville rates go up, but otherwise it is a 20-year con- 
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tract. Now you understand that this isn’t a contract which assures 
us any definite amount of power. It is what is left over after certain 
other requirements are met, but it gives us limited privileges over 
certain industrial loads, and it is that limited priority that would be 
nullified by this or practically nullified. 

Senator Nrvsercer. Don’t you mean that there is a 10,000-kilowatt 
ceiling for new industry? You say limited authority. 

Mr. Buack. Under this contract, the Bonneville power first must 
go to public agencies to meet their requirements, and then it must go 
to serve industrial loads to the extent of 1,052,000 kilowatts, that is 
the next order of priority, then the private companies to the extent 
of 500,000 kilowatts of prime power of the next priority. Then in- 
dustrial loads come in for the next 70,000 killowatts, private utilities 
for the next 1 million, and then all without a restricted provision. 

Senator Neusercer. You don’t mean that Bonneville can just willy- 
nilly withdraw power from a private utility if a public agency needs 
it? Supposing a public agency has a further requirement. You 
have to give a substantial notice, don’t you ? 

Mr. Buack. Recently this year it gave us a notice that for the next 
4 years it would take care of our prime-power requirements. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, there will be no withdrawal or 
rejection of your prime-power requirements for the next 4 years, is 
that right? 

Mr. Buacx. That is right. 

Senator Neuspercer. And Bonneville has assured you that there 
will be no withdrawal for the next 4 years ? 

Mr. Brack. It has assured us that we would get our prime-power 
requirement. That might not be nearly as much as we want because 
it might mean that we’d have to use extensive steam generation so 
that we’d prefer to get our power from Bonneville. 

Senator Nevsercer. Now do you think there is a power shortage in 
the Northwest at the present time ? 

Mr. Buack. We are in the best situation we have been in for a long 
time and with the new projects coming in, Rocky Reach, Priest 
Rapids, Baker River, Puget Sound Power & Light is another, we are 
in the best power situation we have been in for some time. 

Senator Neupercer. When you say that you are in the best power 
situation you have been in for a long time, how long do you think this 
favorable situation will continue ? 

Mr. Brack. I think our loads are going to grow, and we are pro- 
viding for additional generating facilities for how long a period of 
time I am not in a position to give you an estimate over a period of 
years. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mapes. I want to check on this. You say that the authority 
under the bill endangers all the distribution systems in the area. 
Could you express to the committee and for the record how the 
present bill endangers those more than perhaps the existing Bonne- 
ville Power Act ? 

Mr. Buack. Mr. Mapes, I think the statutory powers are substan- 
tially the same. I think you’d have a very much greater power pro- 
gram, and when it comes to the exercise of the power, the danger 
would be very much greater. Now as to the powers of eminent domain 
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that I refer to, section 4A of this act says, “The Corporation ma 
acquire by purchase, lease, expansion, condemnation, or donation su 
real and personal property or any interest therein, land easements, 
substations, and facilities and structures pertinent thereto as the Cor- 
poration finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of 
this act.” Now you'll notice that that section relating to property 
specifies certain classes of property but there is kept in this act a sec- 
tion of the Bonneville Act which, as I recollect is the old section 2E, 
only this power would be exercised by the Corporation. The Admin- 
istrator is authorized in the name of the United States to sell, lease, 
or otherwise dispose of such personal property as in his judgment is 
not required for the p of this act, and such real property and 
interests in land required in connection with construction and opera- 
tion of transmission lines and substations and so forth as in his Judg- 
ment are required for the purposes of this act, provided that before 
then you have deleted the provisions here provided that before the 
sale, lease, disposition of real property for transmission lines is herein 
provided the Administrator shall secure the approval of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. The answer to your question as to whether 
there is a substantial difference from the existing statutory provisions 
of the Bonneville Act, that answer is “no,” my fear relates to the 
exercise of those powers by a corporation with such a broad, ambitious 
program as this Corporation would have under the terms of this act. 

Mr. Mares. You read section 4A of the committee print. I think 

for the sake of the record I might read section 2C of the existing 
Bonneville Act: 
The Administrator is authorized in the name of the United States to acquire 
by purchase, lease, condemnation or donation, such real and personal property 
or any interest therein, including land, easements, rights of way, franchises, 
electric transmission lines, substations and facilities and structure appurtenant 
thereto as the Administrator finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the 
purposes of this act * * *. 

I merely point that out because that is almost word for word the 
same as section 4A. 

Senator Nevpercer. One other question. You have studied this bill 
carefully in preparation of your testimony, have you not? 

Mr. Brack. I have certainly read the bill several times, you can be 
assured of that. 

Senator Neusercer. Would you say from your reading of this bill 
that there is anything in this bill to authorize the corporation to con- 
struct previously unauthorized projects, that is hydroelectric projects, 
for example, the Nez Perce project on the Snake River? 

Mr. Buack. I’d say they could, yes. I found the broad statement 
that you are to develop the resources that are necessary to take care 
of the net power needs of the whole region, and I didn’t find any ref- 
ence along the lines that you have indicated. Now, under the bill you 
have the money without an appropriation of Congress, because you 
can get three-quarters of a billion by the issuance of securities, and you 
would also have the net revenues, so with that amount of money at 
your disposal, and with the objective of taking care of all of these net 
power requirements, I see nothing that would prevent you from build- 
ng, ae you wanted to. 

enator Neusercer. Even though the bill explicitly says that the 


funds shall be provided “to the constructing agencies,” did I under- 
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stand that you believe that this Corporation could just go ahead and 
use those funds to build any hydroelectric project it wants whether 
authorized by Congress or not? You asa lawyer really believe that? 

Mr. Buacx. Yes, I do. There is a broad provision for the channel- 
ing of funds to constr ucting agencies under that, but when you get 
to the authority of the manager ‘of this C orporation, I think that what 
you have to do in construing this act is to take it by the four corners 
and to give effect to its gener “al purpose. 

Senator Neusercer. In other wor ds, you believe that the officials 
of the Corporation. could disregard the provisions that they should 
provide the funds for the constructing agencies, they could just dis- 
regard that, although it is here in the bill, page 10? 

Mr. Buacx. Senator, I don’t believe anybody can disregard any 
specific provision of any bill, but I do believe, and I am sure it has 
been your experience that in ‘construing legislation you give latitude 
to general purposes and broad language in addition to specific lan- 
fuave. 
~ Senator NEUBERGER. Would you like to provide us with some lan- 
guage that would keep the Corporation from building a hydroelectric 
project that was not authorized, because we don’t want that to be 
possible. We want to see that the Corporation’s purpose and author- 
ity is limited to providing funds to the constructing agencies of the 
Government, which are the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and these agencies will use those funds to build and 
hasten the power facilities at duly authorized projects. I don’t agree 
with you at all that this language could be disregarded. If it can’t 
be disregarded your point is invalid. 

Mr. Brack. I think that the two could be reconciled, because I be- 
lieve there is a specific provision for the channeling of funds. 

Senator Nevpercer. They can’t build the project without funds, 
you will agree on that ? 

Mr. Brack. I understand that is usually the case, Senator, but they 
have lots of funds at their disposal and they have some general funds 
of the act to serve. Now with respect to your request that I polish 
up this bill by draftsmanship, I want to make it very clear that my 
role here is to oppose a bill with the general purposes as expressed 
herein. 

Senator Nreupercer. Regardless of what it contains, your role is to 
oppose it ? 

Mr. Brack. No, my role is to oppose a bill, the general purposes 
of which are such as stated in this bill. 

Senator Nevsercer. You have made the criticism that we could go 
ahead and build a hydroelectric project that is not authorized, that 
is not the intent of the bill; that is not the purpose for which it was 
drafted. If you have any language to add to the bill so that that 
could not be done, we'd be gr: ateful to you, because we don’t want the 
Corporation to do that. 

Mr. Brack. Senator, I’d be glad to cooperate with you in any way 
possible, either to have the bill disapproved, or to have it less objec- 
tionable. 

Mr. Marrs. We have no provision, as Senator Neuberger points out, 
for the provision of funds other than to the agencies for construction 
of these hydro projects, that is, the power facilities. We also have 
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allowance for construction of thermal and atomic power production 
by the Corporation. 

Mr. Buacx. Mr. Mapes, in my examination of the bill, I did not 
have that particular question I was trying to solve. I have given 
you my general impressions, by reading the act as a whole. 

Mr. Mapes. I think it is very easily solved. 

Mr. Brack. If it exists and you don’t want to do that, Senator, 
there is an ambiguity in there and I’d eliminate it. 

Senator Nrusercer. When it says in the bill that the funds shall be 
provided to the constructing agencies, it seems to me the only way 
that the Corporation then ‘can go ahead and build nonauthorized 
Federal projects is without funds, and if this Corporation can 
build a dam without funds, we are going to have the cheapest power 
in the Pacific Northwest, or any where in the world, I know that. 
It says that the funds shall be provided to the constructing agencies, 
and that is in the law as a requirement on the officials of the Cor- 
poration. 

Mr. Buacx. I wouldn’t think there would be any point in pursuing 
this further, because both you and I seem to be in agreement as to 
what the bill should provide, and there is only a question of the am- 
biguity which should be eliminated. 

Senator Neuberger. Thank you very much, Mr. Black. 

Mrs. Ruth C. Cullin, of Bremerton, W ash., please. 

























STATEMENT OF RUTH C. CULLIN 






Miss Cunuin. Senator, I have filed a written statement here, and 
it is Miss Cullin. 

Senator Nrusercer. We'll be glad to have it, Miss Cullin. 

Miss Cuttin. Do you wish me to read the statement? 

Senator Neupercer. If you wish to give us some highlights, your 
entire statement will appear in the hearing record. 

Miss Cunuin. I am frankly, as a taxpayer r of the State of Washing: 
ton, opposed to the Federal Government taking up any more power. 
I think that we are able to do our own work, I don’t want to be pay- 
ing more taxes for something that I am not getting the benefit of, 
nor do I want our Government to become : any more socialistic than it 
is at the present time. 

I think that we have gotten to be such a welfare state for all the 
foreign countries that I think the more we keep to our home rule, 
the better off we are going to be, because I do believe that we can take 
care of ourselves, because I was born in this country quite a few years 
ago, and that is the way the Constitution of America was proposed 
so that the little man could build a business, and I have always worked 
for a living and gotten a good salary for it, because my mother and 
father gave me an education and that was for me to take care of 
myself, “and I am not in favor of the Government just taking over 
everything from you, and furthermore, of the Government agencies, 
this Corporation here is an appointive body, which I am opposed to. 
You can elect, and you can reelect, or you can throw a person out of 
office if you feel that they are doing things that they shouldn’t do, 
but I am sorry to say that things have gotten to such a state that the 
American people have gotten so that if somebody is on a giveaway 
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program it is just wonderful, they will be elected as long as the ma- 
jority of the American people are going to get something for nothing, 
and it is costing them all the time. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Miss Cullin. Your 
statement will appear in the record, and I want to say that it is a fine 
thing when an individual citizen sees fit to come before these hear- 
ings and give his or her views. 

(The prepared statement of Miss Cullin is as follows:) 











STATEMENT OF RuTH C. CULLIN 











This statement is prepared for submission to the above-named subcom- 
mittee at its hearings at Seattle, Wash., on December 9, 1958, and the 
chairman and the committee should understand that I am submitting this state- 
ment as a private citizen who has a high degree of interest in public affairs in 
the State of Washington and in the development of the Pacific Northwest. 

This interest has been generated through many years of public service and 
a considerable experience in government and business. I have been a resident 
of this area for more than 25 years; have enjoyed the opportunity of serving 
my community during this time; have dedicated myself to the public service, as 
finance commissioner of the city of Bremerton, as both State and National officer 
in the Business and Professional Women’s Club; and have been employed for 
many years in various private industry. 

I have become acquainted with the proposed Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration Act, and, after having given considerable thought to the matter, I have 
developed some rather definite ideas concerning the propriety of such legislation. 

This act would create a four-State corporation, one which would be broader 
in effect and area than any corporation presently in existence in this area. It 
would affect the lives of several million people and consumer units whose roots 
and very existence are deeply implanted in the Pacific Northwest. Those affected 
would be the householders, the private citizens, the business establishments, 
industry, and, indeed, nearly every facet in economic life of the four-State area. 

These would be affected by the declared purpose of the act, which is to pro- 
mote the generation and distribution of electrical power, navigation, recreational 
facilities, flood control, irrigation, and reclamation, and without question these 
declared functions would also collaterally affect the industry which supplies jobs 
and affect also the development of this area according to the normal demands of 
economy. 

Bigness in itself is no sin; many activities are better carried on by large organ- 
izations. The test of proper size, it seems to me, is the responsiveness of an 
organization to the needs and demands of the public. 

What are the criteria of responsiveness for private and public organizations? 
The size of a private organization and the economic activities with which it can 
concern itself are dictated to a great extent by economic principles, the basis of 
these being profit. 

No field of activity can develop or continue without it; and size of the activity 
is likewise affected, either by increase or decrease, by this same factor. 

An activity could not and should not be created where there is no demand for 
it, and the size or the productivity of an activity to match the needs and demands 
of the populace is best gaged by the unfair criteria of profit. 

Profit is not a cause, but an effect. The thing that makes any activity 
profitable is the demand of the populace. All private organizations or business 
are sensitive to the public in that it cannot survive without the support of the 
public in the purchase of its goods or services. It the thing produced is not 
necessary to the needs and desires of the public, there is no demand and, there- 
fore no profit, and the activity engaged in will shortly cease or be diverted into 
ehannels which do fit the needs and demands of the public. 

Through this means the public obtains representation and response from the 
private business organization. 

In public governing bodies the public has its direct representation by virtue 
of its power as an electorate. 

I believe that it is essential to the American way of life that the people, the 
public individually and generally, shall have large voice in the control of the 
factors bearing directly on their existence, living, and livelihood. 
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I am opposed to the Columbia River Development Corporation Act for several 
reasons: This act creates a hybrid body, hybrid like the Missouri mule or Iowa 
corn, in that its progeny is doubtful, and hybrid also in the sense that it does not 
have the characteristics of its parents. It is not representative of the people, 
whose governing body creates it, and it is not representative of the public via 
the profit principle as are private organizations. This body is further unique 
in that it would create within the scope of its function an authority superior to 
the individual States which compose its area and inferior to the Federal Govern- 
ment, its creator. The anomaly of this situation is pointed up by the unusual 
condition recently existing of a municipality condemning a function of a State by 
virtue of a license granted to it by a Federal-appointed body. 

The Corporation as it is named in the act has the stated purpose of improving 
navigation, developing and conserving the Columbia River resources and pro- 
moting generally economic welfare through construction of projects to improve 
navigation, recreation, flood control, irrigation and reclamation, generation of 
power, and fish propagation. 

This is to be done in a four-State region of tremendous area, and is a mighty 
undertaking with widespread impact upon the public individually and col- 
lectively. 

I would ask the question whether any appointive agency, not directly respon- 
sible to the people, is competent or should be allowed to govern so many facets 
of our society; or rather should not development of these various facets of our 
economic life be left to and be regulated by the economic demands and needs of 
the people? 

As the need arises for the development or furtherance of thes facets of our 
economic life, the people are surely wise enough to choose the method best suited 
for their needs and pay for the services which they obtain at a price which they 
themselves determine by the normal processes of bargaining; in other words, the 
development of these facets by private organizations. 

The greatest error in the proposed Corporation is not its size or scope but 
rather its method. The governing body from the General Manager to the 
Board of Directors, are all appointive officials; and further it should be noted 
that the Board appointments are for lengthy fixed terms. 

In this governing body there is no direct responsibility to the people, either 
as consumers or electors. Through this means the Columbia and its system, a 
great artery of wealth and utility, is taken from the direct control of the public. 

The basic principles outlined for the administration of this area by the pro- 
posed Corporation are in direct conflict with the basic American principle of 
direct representation and responsibility to the public. 

Other factors also need comment. This Corporation, being a new entity, ap- 
parently would not be subject to the same fiscal and property acquisition and 
disposal limitations as the Government generally. 

These are proper and just limitations which have grown up from experience 
in such matters over a long period of time. 

The declared purpose of promoting navigation, flood control, irrigation, recla- 
mation, and fish propagation are by the terms of the act made dependent upon 
and are subsidized by the sale of power. The act states that the Corporation 
may do these things when the “financial feasibility depends upon the sale of 
electric power.” 

Thus, the development of these aspects of the economy are made to depend, 
not upon need and demand, but, upon a planner’s opinion of the proper develop- 
ment and the ability of electric energy sales to finance it. 

The presently advantageous power rates necessary to this area for competi- 
tion with the rest of the country, in view of our higher shipping costs, would 
thus be sacrificed for development of another economic facet which the public 
may very well not want or need. 

There are many other factors as technical as they are important, which are 
embodied in this legislation, but I must leave these to those experts who are 
better schooled in their impact, and I therefore confine my remarks to those 
appropriate to an individual citizen expressing his or her feelings concerning 
the way their life should be governed. 

The epitome of my statement, I believe, is that the development of their home- 
land is best left to their individual desires, as expressed by their collective 
economic demands and to those who are directly representative of and respon- 
sible to the local citizenry. 
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Senator Neupercer. Mr. Dean H. Eastman, president of the Seattle 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Please proceed, Mr. Eastman. 

Mr. Eastman. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF DEAN H. EASTMAN, PRESIDENT OF THE SEATTLE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Eastman. My name is Dean H. Eastman. I am vice president 
and western counsel for the Northern Pacific Railway Co., but I ap- 
pear before this subcommittee today in my capacity as president of 
the Seattle Chamber of Commerce which, after consideration, is 
strongly opposed to a Columbia River Development Corporation as 
Se in a committee print which we have received of a proposed 

ill by Senator Neuberger. 

The Seattle Chamber of Commerce is a nonprofit organization 
whose principle purpose is the development and perpetuation of the 
business, commercial, manufacturing, and civic interests of the city of 
Seattle, the State of Washington, the Pacific Northwest, and Alaska. 
Its membership is made up of approximately 4,200 business firms and 
individuals. 

The Seattle chamber continuously seeks to utilize the benefits of 
latest research, modern techniques and best thinking through its 
staff of 45 employees to develop and promote fullest utilization of our 
natural resources in the area, modernization of present industry, and 
development of new industries with emphasis on diversification. 
Fullest practical development of the power resources of the region for 
many years has been one of the principal objectives of the chamber 
and its power committee. We are very proud of our locally owned and 
controlled municipal Seattle city light system and likewise of our 
privately operated public utility. 

When a Columbia Valley Authority bill which would have vested 
control of virtually every natural resource in parts of some seven 
Northwest States was proposed 1950, our power committee analyzed 
it and called to the attention of the citizens in the Northwest, and 
to some degree, throughout the Nation, the dangers in that bill and 
the eight others which had proposed a Federal Valley Authority for 
every watershed and every square foot of the United States. When 
the facts concerning the proposal were made known to the citizens 
of the Pacific N onieent the opposition was so overwhelming it ap- 
peared that such proposals probably would not. again be seriously 
advanced. 

Thereafter the power committee of the Seattle Chamber of Com- 
merce conducted a very thorough study of all energy resources of every 
nature available in the Pacific Northwest and the manner in which 
they could best be utilized for the benefit of industry and all of the 
citizens of the area. As a result of that comprehensive study, the 
Seattle chamber, in January 1953, adopted a policy statement and 
recommendations. That statement and recommendations went far 
beyond opposition to a Valley Authority bill and recommended that 
the Federal Government adopt a policy of encouraging local pub- 
licly and privately owned utilities to develop the energy resources 
of the area wherever possible and to cooperate with the local agencies 
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in the financing and development of such resources. The chamber 
at that time also recommended that the States in the region join in 
the formation of an interstate compact or other similar organization 
which would be controlled by the citizens of the area to receive from 
the Federal Government such power producing and_ transmission 
facilities as the Federal Government could be persuaded to turn back 
to the citizens of the area. 

The Seattle chamber and its staff have only been able to secure 
copies of a committee print of the bill a few days ago, after learning 
that hearings were to be held on the bill yesterday and today. Suf- 
ficient time has not been allowed to fully examine this 45-page bill 
and completely analyze its effect upon the many other acts involved 
or its effect on the resources of the Pacific Northwest. For this rea- 
son the Seattle Chamber of Commerce requests the opportunity to 
receive notice of and to be heard at any subsequent hearings to 
scheduled on the proposal if or when it is introduced as a bill in 
Congress. 

However, our State dev elopment division has secured copies of the 
committee print of the proposal and made the most thorough studies 
and analysis of the proposal possible in the short time available. On 
the basis of these studies and analysis and the discussion of the bill 
with the members of our board of trustees, the board voted unani- 
mously for the chamber to resist the proposal in its present form with 
all possible vigor. 

The chamber continues to believe that it would be very detrimental 
to vest control of so much of the assets and resources of the area in 
this federally controlled corporation. It is not felt that either the 
proposals for the Board of Directors or the Advisory Council would 
be effective in providing any real control or responsiveness to the 
interests and views of the citizens here. 

It is the opinion of the chamber that this proposal would probably 
prevent any development of power resources by private enterprise 
and probably would soon freeze out such development as is here. 
Further, we believe it would create a generally unhealthy industrial 
climate which, instead of attracting new and ‘diversified payrolls as 
is necessary, would very probably cause a dwindling in existing 
payrolls. 

In our opinion it is unnecessary for our citizens to give up control 
of their resource assets or to incur the dangers to private enterprise 
presented by this bill. 

Since the F ederal Government has encouraged or made it possible 
for local agencies to develop or take part with the Federal Govern- 
ment in the development of our resources, the power shortages in the 
area have been eliminated and the Bonneville Power Authority now 
says: “We can be optimistic that the region’s power needs in the 
sixties will be met.” 

For these, and many other reasons, some of which will be pointed 
out by Mr. Heckendorn, the Seattle Chamber of Commerce restates 
its belief that this bill is unsound, unnecessary, and contrary to the 
best interests of the Pacific Northwest and its citizens. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Eastman. 

I want to mention one thing to you. You are vice oe, and 
western counsel of the Northern Pacific Railway Co. I presume in 
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that capacity you are quite a strong advocate of the Smathers bill 
which was enacted at the last session of the Congress. Was that not 
of considerable help to the railroads? 

Mr. Eastman. I think the Smathers bill has been some help to the 
railroads, yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I was one of the main proponents and cospon- 
sors of the Smathers bill. 

Mr. Eastman. I want to say we appreciate what you did for us in 
that respect. 

Senator Neupercer. I was visited by Mr. MacFarlane and Mr. 
Budd, of one of the other great transcontinentals across the northern 
part of our country, and as a result of conversations with them and 
other railroad executives, I came to the conclusion that the railroad 
industry was in difficult economic straits; therefore, I was in support 
of the Smathers bill, which provided very extensive loans in the rail- 
road industry. 

I am always amazed that one industry on one hand seeks support 
of the Federal Government and on the other hand is so critical of the 
Federal Government, such as the statement you have submitted. I 
know when the railroad industry felt itself profoundly in danger, it 
certainly sought Federal assistance. 

Mr. Eastman. Do you think that this is a fair comment on my 
testimony when I stated to you that I was appearing here as president 
of the Seattle Chamber of Commerce? Now I could argue with you 
with respect to the type of provisions that were granted to railroads 
in the Smathers bill. What we were seeking primarily was less reg- 
ulation, more of an opportunity for the railroads to do the job with- 
out regulation, and I am sure that you understood that that is much 
of the basis of the proposals which the railroads have always sub- 
mitted to Congress. 

Senator Neupercer. And Federal allotments and financial assist- 
ance were very extensively embodied in the bill. I just want to em- 
phasize that I think sometimes it is a mistake to regard the Federal 
Government as essentially a threat toa region. As far asthe CVA was 
concerned, a major effort was made to limit and narrow the scope of 
this bill, if you heard Mr. Coe’s testimony. He and his associates are 
somewhat critical of the bill because it does not go far enough in its 
operation and management and promotion of natural resources. This 
bill has been narrowed to power only, Mr. Eastman, hydroelectric 
power, and other forms of energy—thermal and atomic. All other 
natural resources in this region are set up distinctly under the control 
and management of existing Federal and State agencies, that is quite 
in contrast to the Tennessee Valley, I am sure you are aware of that. 

Mr. Eastman. I have not had an opportunity or the time to criti- 
cally analyze all the provisions of the bill and compare it with the 
TVA bill or your earlier bill, but I do know the general purpose of the 
bill contains the same philosophy, the same background as these other 
bills, and the chamber is here opposing the principle of handling the 
power development in this area through a Federal corporation rather 
than through the medium of some agency that is more responsible to 
the local citizens. 
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Senator Neupercer. On page 4 of your testimony, you used the 
phrase that the bill would “create a generally unhealthy industrial 
climate.” Do you believe that? 

Mr. Eastman. I think it would. I think under the present partner- 
ship arrangement where the local people have more control over the 
situation, where private utilities and our smaller public utilities are en- 
couraged to proceed, that the effect of this bill, by taking the manage- 
ment away from them, that it certainly will discourage the type of 
operation which has so successfully gone on in the Pacific Northwest 
over the last few years. 

Senator Neusercer. I was born in the Pacific Northwest, my family 
is in business in the city of Portland. They have lived there nearly all 
their lives. My mother was born in Tacoma, my wife in Oregon, and 
our future stake is in the Northwest. Do you think the industrial cli- 
mate is healthy today in the Northwest ? 

Mr. Easrman. I think it is developing very satisfactorily, yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I want you to tell us—between 1952 and 1957— 
I wish you’d write down these figures—between 1952 and 1957, the 
average per capita incomes in the United States as a whole rose 12.3 

ercent. In your State of Washington they rose 5.8 percent. In my 
State of Oregon they rose 4.6 percent, in Idaho they rose 1.2 percent, in 
Montana they rose 4.6 percent. There is not a single one of the Pacific 
Northwest States in that 5-year period which had earned half the 
national average in gain in the average per capita incomes of its citi- 
zens. Not one of the Pacific Northwest States even kept pace with the 
Nation in that period, and yet how can you say we have a healthy in- 
dustrial climate when those figures come from the Office of Business 
Economies of the U.S. Department of Commerce ? 

Mr. Easrman. There are probably several explanations of that. 
One of them is that we had a situation in the Northwest that was 
somewhat different than certain other areas of the country, where, dur- 
ing the war period, we had a big influx of workers in connection with 
the war effort. Many of them stayed and it has taken longer to absorb 
those in our industrial operations out here than in other parts of the 
country. 

Senator Nreusercer. They didn’t have that in Idaho and Montana, 
still you have the same glum picture for the 5-year period. 

Mr. Eastman. I think you will agree that most everybody that 
comes out to this country wants to stay. 

Senator Neugercer (to Mr. Mapes). Mike, will you get the popula- 
tion figures from 1940 to 1947 in the four Pacific Northwest States? I 
am sure what you say about the war years is true for Washington and 
Oregon, but I don’t believe you will find it true of Idaho and Montana. 

If I am not mistaken, and I am willing to have this appear in the 
record, the State of Idaho did not even com pace with the national 
birth rate as far as population increase in concerned, and yet in all four 
Pacific Northwest States you have the figures that show that the in- 
comes of our people have lagged far behind the national average in 
that crucial 5-year period in the per capita incomes. 
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(Srarr Nore.—The following figures were obtained from the Popu- 
lation Division of the Bureau of the Census :) 
Population figures, Pacific Northwest States and national 


[In thousands] 














National 
Year (July 1) | Oregon Washington Idaho Montana (United 
| States) 

— _ — | — SP rear — —— ee 

I a, a eae 1, 086 522 558 132, 122 
Se 1,071 501 543 133, 402 
a. So 2 1, 107 478 518 134, 860 
i ill cient alana née 1, 221 500 485 136, 739 
Elo cen < é | 1, 233 529 469 138, 397 
1945___ > 1, 250 507 477 139, 928 
lies heen 1, 338 509 514 141, 389 
1947_ 1, 361 522 531 144, 126 
Percent t growth, | 1940-47.__._- 25.3 0 —4.85 11.0 

1948 _ ‘ a 1, 405 551 542 146, 631 
AR 0 Se de beukebd 1, 431 570 569 149, 188 
RE climes mibintled tines 1, 521 593 598 151, 683 
Be cbbads dda sts cidedund 1, 565 587 594 154, 360 
1952___ ‘. sino dpebhes . 1, 597 583 599 157, 028 
1953 _ - - abueube vee! 1, 625 | 591 612 159, 636 
Sees 2, ods ch ks <i ae 1, 655 | 592 618 162, 417 
1955__- oii ec oa 1, 694 | 608 628 165, 270 
SNS s8~lelicde~ cucu wees 1, 732 | 624 653 168, 176 
Fe . 1, 743 | 645 671 171, 196 
essen Se oet 1,773 | 662 688 74, 064 
Percent growth, 1948-58__....___ 30.3 26.8 25.8 20.7 
Percent growth, 1940-58 _______- | 63.1 26. 8 23.3 31.7 


Mr. Eastman. Well, I don’t have, of course, the figures which you 
are talking about, and T have not had an opportunity to analyze those, 
but I am certain that the point that I made as far as Washington is 
concerned has had a lot to do with the distortion of those averages as 
compared with the national average. Now I take it that probably in 
South Dakota and Nebraska, for example, and that was mentioned a 
while ago, with respect to the power development, that you could 
probably give us comparable figures to make a strong argument with 
respect to the advantage of this public power domination against a 
nonpublic power. 

I don’t think that that necessarily has anything to do with it. I 
think there are other explanations that account for this disparity that 
you are talking about. 

Senator Neupercer. I don’t know what the case is there. In my 
State they say it is because they don’t have a sales tax and in your 
State I have heard it said it is because they do have a sales tax, but it 
is something both ‘oe and I have to do some hard ‘hon about. 

Mr. Eastman. I don’t think it is answered by what you are pro- 
posing here. I think there is a lot in what you said with respect to the 
causes of the development of a favor able or unfavorable industrial 
climate. I had the occasion to serve on Governor Rosellini’s tax ad- 
visory council, and we took a long, hard look at the different effects 
of the different types of taxes on business and industry. There were 
a lot of our own people who thought we had an unfavorable situation, 
and yet at the same time your Mr. Stewart from the tax commission 
in Oregon said it was more favorable than yours in Oregon. 

Senator Neusercer. The people of the State of Washington think if 
they had the Oregon tax system they would be prosperous and vice 
versa. I have found that in a vast amount of material from each State, 
and the only thing we have in common is a real economic problem. 
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I saw a recent map in the New York Times Sunday editorial section, 
which is our leading newspaper nationally, and it showed that two 
States west of the Mississippi River were in the maximum rate of 
uncovered unemployment as of the end of October, and those two 
States were your State and my State. All the other States had different 
crosshatches to show the different unemployment rates. So whatever 
the reasons may be, whether it is taxes or power, certainly the people 
in these States have some real hard thinking to do. 

Mr. Easrman. Yes, and I think they have been going effectively 
about solving those problems and I think in this area they are doing a 
very effective job. 

Senator Neupercer. But you are not solving the problem when 
year after year the average per capita incomes are not increasing as 
much as the inflation. You are not solving the economic problems 
when that happens to be the case, when the inflation is greater than the 
increase in income from your people. These figures from the De 
ment of Commerce may be wrong, but in this 5-year period from 1952 
up to 1957, and again I want to repeat these figures, the national 
average and increase in per capita incomes was 12.3 percent of the 
United States asa whole. In my State, it was 4.6 percent, just one-third 
of the national, and in your State it was 5.8 percent, slightly less 
than one-half. 

Mr. Easrman. I don’t have comparable figures. I have figures in 
my files that indicate that the per capita income of the State of Wash- 
ent in 1957 was $2,128, and that the U.S. average was $2,027. 

Senator Neusercer. That is right, but we are lagging behind each 
year. Westarted way ahead of the national average, but we have been 
falling further and further behind as the Nation has gone ahead. 

Mr. Eastman. Isn’t some of that attributable also to a general in- 
crease of the average income in some of the Southern States where it 
was tremendously low, and that naturally has an effect on the average. 

Senator Neupercer. Most of the other States that were above the 
national average have maintained their pace, but we have not. 

Mr. Easrman. I don’t suppose you can attribute that to the fact 
that they have a type of power agency that you are here proposing ? 

Senator Neupercer. I am not going into that, because it would be 
just a matter of opinion. You have mentioned that the Southern 
States have come way ahead, and you have criticized the TVA and I 
don’t want to get in an argument with you about the TVA, but you 
said that the bill we have before us would create a generally unhealthly 
industrial climate. 

Mr. Eastman. I think it would. I think our increasing capacity, 
our public utility districts, the small fellow going ahead with the con- 
struction, shows that we are able to take care of our own needs and the 
proposed bill cannot help but have an adverse economic effect on the 
area. 

Senator Neupercer. I think it is significant that you believe the 
climate at the present time is healthy. 

Mr. Eastman. I think we are doing pretty well. 

Senator Neupercer. Maybe so. These figures that I got from the 
Department of Commerce disturb me. 


Thank you so much, Mr. Eastman. We appreciate your coming 
here. 
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The next witness is Mr. Ken Billington, executive secretary of the 
Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association, Seattle, Wash. 


STATEMENT OF KEN BILLINGTON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, WASH- 
INGTON PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICTS’ ASSOCIATION, SEATTLE, 


WASH. 


Mr. Brurneron. This association is comprised of membership 
from 24 public utility districts located throughout the State of Wash- 
ington serving in excess of one-fourth of our State’s popnenines with 
electric utility service in an area of more than one-half the total land 
area of our State. 

At the annual membership meeting in this city last week, we re- 
affirmed our endorsement in principle of the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation legislation. We did that with the knowledge that 
before us here today was another draft which undoubtedly would 
need further amendment to permit complete endorsement. 

However, we recognize that the Federal Government is substantially 
im the power business in the Pacific Northwest as the result of (1) a 
great depression, (2) the Second World War, and (3) the proper role 
of Government in the multiple-purpose development of a river basin. 
We therefore feel that the adoption of businesslike practices providing 
for self-financing of such Federal power activity in the Pacific North- 
west is a proper principle. 

We would congratulate the sponsors who introduced S. 3114 in the 
last session of Congress in order that full public hearings could be held 
on this matter. 

Changing times require progress in Government if our system of 
capitalistic free competitive enterprise is to be maintained. Cer- 
tainly the adoption of businesslike practices for those proprietary 
governmental functions which are being performed by the Federal 
Government is proper and should be supported. 

Basically, what is at issue in this legislation is whether or not the 
low-cost Federal public-power program will continue for the purpose 
of providing low-cost power for Northwest jobs and reclamation. 

We are all aware of the present benefits which have come to our 
Northwest from the low-cost Federal power. We of the public utility 
districts think that it should continue. 

The new draft is an improvement over S. 3114. It specifically has 
eliminated one of the objections which we cited in our testimony of 
last spring. As local utilities we did not agree with the right of 
the Corporation to veto any proposed project by a local utility. The 
removal of this provision will assist in promoting continued local 
utility construction of single-purpose hydroelectric projects. 

Before specifically commenting on provisions of the bill, we wish 
to take the opoprtunity of this hearing record to express our failure 
to tndionaad certain of the special interest groups who are opposed 
to the principle of a self-financing regional corporation for Federal 
power functions. 

For example, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is a leader in claim- 
ing and arguing against so-called tax subsidy by the taxpayers to 
Pacific Northwest Federal power projects. 
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Yet, when a proposal is made which will definitely provide that 
the Pacific Northwest Federal power projects are to be self-financing 
on a business basis, we find that organization objecting to the Corpo- 
ration. -Certain reclamation people, primarily from reclamation 
associations supported by private power companies, provide another 
example. 

On the one hand they seek Federal power funds to subsidize recla- 
mation, which, incidentally, our group has consistently supported, 
but on the other hand when self-financing is proposed to build Fed- 
eral projects which will provide Federal fends or reclamation sub- 
sidy, they see evil in the principle. 

neidentally, may we pause there to commend the wording on p 
28 under section 12 which amends section 7(c) of the Hunnewille 
Act? This should allay the fears of any true irrigationists that 
this Corporation will affect in anyway State or Federal laws gov- 
erning water rights. The requirement that the regional Corporation 
must proceed in conformity with any State laws relating to the con- 
trol, appropriation, use, or distribution of water is a sound provision. 

A final example of opposition to this legislation which we fail to 
understand is that from the private power companies. At least they 
are being consistent because they fought the building of Grand Coulee 
Dam, they opposed the building of feeder lines by the Bonneville 
Administration, they testified against Chief Joseph Dam and now 
they are appearing against this legislation. They, of course, are not 
opposed to obtaining large amounts of Federal power at costs sub- 
stantially below those paid by public power agencies. 

We feel that the large majority of Pacific Northwest residents will 
recognize this regional corporation as a progressive stey forward in 
the adoption of business principles for the Federal power program 
and that they will see through the scare talk of special interest 
opposition. 

Federal public power has been good for the Pacific Northwest and it 
should continue. 

We of the public utility districts stand for low-cost power and the 
most complete development of the Pacific Northwest’s greatest re- 
source—hydroelectric power. 

We are just as jealous of local prerogatives as anyone else. We are 
just as opposed to Federal domination of local rights as anyone else. 
We want to be sure of our right to go forward with our own generat- 
ing plants the same as anyone else. 

But we do not fear progress especially where the move is toward 
the adoption of efficiency through a businesslike operation in a gov- 
ernmental proprietary function. That is why we support the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation in principle. 

We would like to comment specifically on the legislation as follows: 

(1) We believe the changes in this draft which limit the corpora- 
tion to the ownership and operation of transmission lines or thermal 
generating plants and which provide for the retention of the Corps 
of Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation as the Federal 
constructing and operating agencies of Federal hydroelectric multi- 
ple-purpose plants are right and proper. 

(2) Providing a means whereby this Corporation can provide 
self-financed funds for the power portions of the multiple-purpose 
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projects of these other agencies should greatly assist the orderly de- 
velopment of our river. 

For example, looking ahead to the level of construction funds 
which are needed merely to maintain the Corps of Engineers’ dams 
and to construct John Day, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Lower 
Granite, and Little Goose Dams, which will contribute so much to 
our growth rates and economy, we can clearly see the value of this 
self-financing corporation. 

It will be difficult if not impossible to get the needed appropri- 
ations from the regular tax-supported Federal budget in the years 
just ahead. Yet, with this regional corporation we could move ahead 
on an orderly construction program by those agencies. 

(3) We specifically like retention of section 18 in the act which 
provides, as section 14 of the amended Bonneville Act, the consent 
of Congress for the States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Wash- 
ington to negotiate and enter into a compact providing in whole or 
in part for the assumption of the functions, duties, and powers of 
the Corporation. Once this regional Corporation is established it 
will be possible under this legislation for the States in the Pacific 
Northwest to form a suitable compact to take over the Federal power 
program. 

(4) We agree with the limitation of $750 million on the Corpora- 
tion’s right of self-financing to provide a ceiling in such matter. 

(5) Financing the regional Corporation through arrangements 
with the Treasury for the initial 5-year period is essential to permit 
the establishment of an experience record as well as an opportunity to 
analyze the possible methods for direct private financing of the Corp- 
oration after the 5 years. 

(6) The establishment of a public utility responsibility in the 
Corporation as provided in section 9 on page 21 is a proper step 
forward to assure the Pacific Northwest of a power supply sufficient 
to meet its needs. This is based on providing net power needs only, 
which indicates to us that it is the intent of this legislation to promote 
the development of power supply by local non-Federal utilities. 

(7) We feel the placing of responsibility for the establishment of 
rates directly in the Corporation will protect and assure that its oper- 
ations will be on a self-financing basis. 

We have three specific recommendations for changes which we feel 
are constructive. 

First, we know it is the intent of this act to limit Corporation owner- 
ship and control of utility facilities to Federal transmission lines and 
thermal or atomic power generating plants. 

The Corporation is not to own or operate any hydroelectric gener- 
ating plants. We therefore feel that section 4(a), appearing on page 
15, might be clarified by adding words such as: 

Provided, the Corporation may not acquire by condemnation any hydro- 
electric, thermal, or atomic power generating plant or transmission facility of a 
non-Federal utility except in accordance with and to carry out the provisions of 
the Federal Water Power Act governing the licensing of non-Federal hydro- 
electric projects. 

We recommend this to merely alleviate any false fears among local 
utilities which might be created to cultivate public sentiment against 
the establishment of this Corporation. 
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Senator Nevsercer. Mr. Billington, would you not also agree with 
the inclusion in the act of language to make absolutely certain that 
the Corporation on its own would not build any hydroelectric projects, 
but would merely turn over funds to the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Corps of Engineers for such construction ? 

Mr. Bruuineron. Certainly, Senator, I am sure that that is recog- 
nized. Certainly we feel that it is the intent of the legislation, and 
you might as well clarify it. I might state here in maintaining the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation as constructing 
agencies, if you will study our agencies, you will find that they will be 
only interested in the multiple-purpose sites, so we have a great num- 
ber—I am going to give an estimate of the number, but as I recall it, 
the FPC, in a study some years ago, established 660 potential electric 
sites in the Pacific Northwest to which a hundred or less might be 
adaptable to Federal participation. We would favor clarification, 
if it is needed, to pinpoint the fact that this Corporation is not to 
build, construct, or operate hydroelectric projects. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Mr. Biiirneton. Secondly, we still believe the General Manager 
should be appointed by and be subject to removal by the appointed 
Board of Directors. This present draft provides that the Board will 
exercise control over the individual powers of a General Manager by 
controlling the advanced program and the budget, but we feel a more 
responsive arrangement to regional views as well as providing a more 
direct line of authority and responsibility within the Corporation 
would be provided by having the General Manager appointed by and 
answerable to the Board of Directors. 

As for our third recommendation, we feel that everything possible 
should be done to encourage the building of power plants by publicly, 
cooperatively, or privately owned non-Federal utilities. This is es- 
sential because of the many hydropower sites available in the Pacific 
Northwest which will not be adaptable for Government participation 
through the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation as 
multiple-purpose projects. These single-purpose hydro projects, 
however, must be integrated or coordinated with the power supplies 
and program of the regional corporation. 

Under section 4 of this act on page 12, subparagraph (e), the right 
of the Corporation to purchase, integrate, and resell power from non- 
Federal installations is provided but over on page 19 under subpara- 
graph (10) and on pages 27-28, section 7(b), a condition is attached 
on any agreement made by the Corporation for the construction, oper- 
ation, or maintenance of any hydroelectric project by a non-Federal 
agency which, if literally construed, would preclude the purchase and 
integration of non-Federal power. No non-Federal utility or agency 
can construct a hydroelectric project as favorable to the United States 
as if the project were constructed or operated and maintained by the 
Federal Government itself. 

There is a need for safeguards to prevent abuse of the Corporation, 
such as having it buy uneconomical] steam power from present steam 
plants at possibly 15-20 mills per kilowatt-hour and then resell it to 
the same non-Federal utility at 3 or 4 mills per kilowatt-hour after 
mixing it with Federal power. 
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The present wording, however, is too restrictive. We do not have | 
specific wording to present but might suggest that the condition could 
be that “any power so purchased by the Corporation must be the best 
of any available alternate power.” 

We offer these recommended changes on a constructive basis be- 
cause the principle of adopting business practices on a self-financing 
basis for operation of the Federal grid system now existing in the 
“es Northwest is sound and to the best interest of our people out 

ere. 

It will promote the continuance of low-cost Federal public power, 
promote development of power by non-Federal utilities, and remove 
any stigma of a potential power shortage from the proper industrial 
and business growth of the Pacific Northwest. 

The Columbia River and its tributaries along with the other great 
power streams of our area will be developed only once, and it is essen- 
tial that all groups involved—local, State, or Federal—should adopt 
the most efficient methods by which to accomplish this great job. We 
urge favorable consideration of needed amendments by the commit- 
tee and action by Congress to provide a Columbia River Development 
Corporation. 

And, Senator, if I might just comment, in a statement made previ- 
ously, I noted yesterday the testimony of Governor-elect Mark Hat- 
field, in Portland, Oreg., as I understand it, he endorsed the Columbia 
River Development Corporation in principle. 

I think that it is fine the way that this is being approached on a 
bipartisan or a neutral-partisan, you might say, basis, because of its 
being so essential for our consideration. 

I do believe, however, that one of the terms used by the Governor- 
elect of Oregon, that there would be a fair and equitable distribution 
of power, we are not certain what he was proposing, but I wonder if 
the committee is aware of, or interested in that, as I am, in the figures 
are by the Federal Power Commission dated 1957, which shows the 

eveloped and undeveloped estimated capacities in the various States 
in the Northwest regions. 

The reason why I wonder if these should not be submitted for the 
record is that I think that a fair and equitable distribution of the 
power certainly would not be harmful to the State of Washington, 
premised on the fact that the same amount of both developed and 
undeveloped power resources lies within our State. For example, 
according to this Federal Power Commission report, Montana has a 
total undeveloped and developed power of 6,650,000 kilowatts. Idaho 
has a total of 8,742,000, Oregon has a total of 8,336,000, and the State 
of Washington has 22,916,000, in other words, the State of Washing- 
ton has 22,916,000 of developed and undeveloped kilowatt capacity, 
almost equal to the total of all of the other three States of Montana, 
Idaho and Oregon, and Oregon has 8,336,000 of this total. I think 
that should be emphasized for the purpose of the record. I might also 
state that the State of Washington total does not include the possibility 
of a third great powerhouse at Grand Coulee Dam, and one additional 
comment, which I think is appropriate since you intend to include in 
the hearing record an article that appeared in the Seattle Post In- 
telligence this morning, it is regretted that the author of the editorial 
did not get to the bottom of page 2 of the bill, where he could see 
that there were five directors instead of three. 
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Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Billington, thanks very much. 
Would you read those Federal Power Commission figures so they 
might appear in full in the hearing record right directly following 
your testimony, or perhaps Mr. Mapes could get the citation. (See 

. 701. 
” Mr. Bruurneron. Yes, I will give it to him. 

Senator Nreupercer. Mr. Billington, I want to say this, as a Senator 
from Oregon, as well as of the United States, because you mentioned 
the matter of the kilowatts available, either developed or yet to be 
developed in the Pacific Northwest, but yet in Portland, I warned the 
able spokesman for our distinguished Governor-elect, Mr. Mark Hat- 
field, that the Governor-elect could be opening a Pandora’s box for 
Oregon by proposing that the power be arbitrarily divided up among 
the States. I warned him that neither he or I nor Governor Hat- 
field could change the inexorable facts of geography, that when you 
have a situation where one State has some 8 million kilowatts available 
and its sister State has 22 million kilowatts available you could be 
creating a Frankenstein’s monster for the State with 8 million kilo- 
watts available by suggesting that there be an inflexible and arbitrary 
division of the power available to each State. For that reason, as 
a Senator from Oregon, as well as a Senator of the United States, 
I have been very much opposed to any arbitrary division of the power 
because I realize that people in Washington would say what you 
have just said here today, “Look at the distribution of the sites 
geographically, where the power is generated.” I wanted to explain 
to you because I realize that you and your association are not fully 
in agreement with this modification of the preference clause, and it is 
somewhat parallel to my answer to Mr. Earl Coe, who testified leading 
off this morning. On page 22 of the bill, at the top of the page, there 
is a modification of the preference clause pertaining to distribution 
of power— 
so as to assure that there shall be no unreasonable geographic concentration 
of the power sold by the corporation——— 
and so forth. That was included because it seemed to me the fairest, 
the most flexible and the most advisable way to see to it that such 

ower as does become available will not be monopolized in any one 
Rate, I realize that under the existing situation that would be your 
State, and yet I do feel that it is not even to the advantage of the 
State of Washington to monopolize “an unreasonable geographic 
concentration of the power,” because this could result in a weakening 
of support for the whole vast Columbia River development, whether 
it is by corporation or under the existing Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration, and I wanted to explain it to you that if we sought to pre- 
vent any one State from monopolizing the power that that would 
be the fairest and most flexible method of trying to assure a fair 
distribution of the energy, but I quite agree with you that if we 
arbitrarily tried to divide it up among the States that certainly, 
in view of the Federal Power Commission figures that you have cited, 
it would then get infinitely more power than Oregon or any of the 
other States in the region, and I just wanted to make that point in 
regard to what you have raised in your report. 

Thank you so much, Mr. Billington. 

Mr. Henry Heckendorn, of the Seattle Chamber of Commerce. 
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STATEMENT OF C. HENRY HECKENDORN, OF THE SEATTLE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Hecxenporn. My name is C. Henry Heckendorn. I am an at- 
torney, with some engineering background, practicing law in Seattle. 
I first did work in connection with the REA program in eastern 
Washington about 20 years ago, and have been interested in the power 
development of the Northwest since. I try to devote some time 
to civic affairs. I have been an assistant attorney general of Wash- 
ington, a member of the Washington State Legislature, and I am 
privileged to appear today as a representative of the State develop- 
ment division of the Seattle Chamber of Commerce. Possibly I can 
supplement or amplify to some extent the general position outlined 
by Chamber President Dean H. Eastman. 

As has been indicated previously, the short time available has not 
permitted as complete an analysis as is desirable of the proposal as 
outlined in the committee print received. For that reason it is pos- 
sible, although not too likely, that some of our information, interpre- 
tations, or even some of the conelusions may be subject to correction. 
However, the studies and analysis which the State development di- 
vision has been able to make indicates the following: 

1. The social philosophy of the proposal is unsound. The pro- 
posal would transfer to the Federal Government control of the energy 
base, and therefore essentially control of the economies of all of three 
States, a large portion of another, and lesser portions of other States. 
Under our concepts of government, the Federal Union does not owe 
any particular area, any particular State, or any particular individ- 
uals, a guaranteed income, and should not have substantial control of 
such income or of the economies of the area. In this respect the pro- 
posal is no different from the former Columbia Valley Authority bill 
which was so widely rejected by public opinion in this area. The 
statement that the legislation would be a substantial step toward a 
socialistic economy appears to be true in this instance. 

. The mechanies of the proposal are dangerous to the area. The 
ex xecutive authority over the energy base of this multistate area would 
be vested in one man, appointed by the President. Such man need 
not be a resident of the area. Neither he nor any of the employees 
would be hired or fired by the so-called five-man Board of Directors, 
and it would appear that the Board would have little actual control. 
No method whatsoever is provided for removal of the manager in 
the event of incompetence or dereliction of duty. The 76 member 
Advisory Council has no authority in fact and would not seem worth 
the cumbersome expense, if intended to give citizens of this area any 
actual control. 

3. If permitted, local organizations can do the job. Local organi- 
zations pare been developing natural resources for years, and this 
applies to hydraulic energy sites in this and other areas as well as 
coal, oil, gas, timber, and other resources. Nothing can be more mis- 
leading ‘than the cries of “giveaway” and “exploitation” issued by 
some whenever a private utility seeks to develop a damsite. In such 
an instance, capital is being invested and a service rendered the cus- 
tomers just as in the utilization of other resources. Any productive 
activity is based in some manner upon the use of natural resources. 
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To say that private capital should not be permitted to develop hydro- 
electric or other resources is to infer that all economic activity con- 
ducted under free enterprise is bad and should be eliminated. The 
entire operation of a public utility company is regulated by the Gov- 
ernment from the investment to the delivery of the product so that 
no unreasonable returns are permitted. Fortunately capital for both 
public and private development of resources is available today, more 
than it has ever been before, and it appears that it will continue 
to be available to develop power for the requirements in the North- 
west as long as Federal policies give it an even break. 

4. Local « organizations are doing the job. Since the impedance of 
Federal domination has been removed and local, publicly owned, and 
private utilities have been encouraged to develop the resources in 
their backyards, dams have been built, others are under construction 
and many more are planned for future needs. The power shortages 
of 1952 have been eliminated and power supplies are developed to 
the point where with projects existing, under construction and_li- 
censed, firm power requirements of the area can be met, assuming 
use of all resources including steam and imports, in all years prior 
to 1965-66. (Advance program, U.S. Columbia River Power Sys- 
tem, 1957-58, p. 4.) 

In fact, there is a sufficient supply of power presently available to 
cause it to appear that one of the purposes of this bill may be to 
provide for transfer of power to California. (See sec. 3(e) elim- 
inating any territorial restrictions upon the “purchase or exchange 
of electric energy or the purchase, exchange, sale, storage, or release 
of water.”) 

For an example of the favorable national attention this program 
has received, see article by William Hard entitled “Pacific Northwest 
Stands on Its Own Feet,”—the Reader’s Digest, August 1957, a copy 
of which is appended to my written statement. 

The proposed corporation would not be able to do the job any 
better. The proposal would not reduce by a single agency the num- 
ber of Federal or other agencies functioning in the area. 

If I may interpolate here, if the statements of Senator Neuber ger 
are correct, that it is not indicated this this organization would have 
the right to construct any power-producing ‘facilities, it then ap- 
pears that it does not produce a single kilowatt of power, but would 
be merely a method of distributing what we already have. 

It was said that failure of previous Congresses to appropriate 
money for dams was the cause of the power shortage sof 1952. It also 
is said that the proposed corporation would concern itself only with 

major dams. Many major dams are multipurpose, and as to those, 
this corporation and the area still would be subject to the delays for 
appropriations for the nonpower costs of the dam. Accordingly, 
little if any saving of time could be expected on multipurpose projects 
over the old Federal dominance policy, and in the meantime, the sites 
would be tied up and unavailable for development by local initiative. 

The status of the preference clause is confused. Section 5 of the 

roposed act amends section 2(c) of the Bonneville Act and renumbers 
it section 4(a). Section 4(a) of the Bonneville Act is the clause pro- 
viding that the Administrator shall at all times, in disposing of elec- 
tric energy, give preference and priority to public bodies and coopera- 
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tives. If the numbering were controlling it would appear that the 

reference clause had been eliminated. It was noted that Senator Neu- 

rger’s press release of November 24, 1958, states that a major feature 
of the new draft is a modification of the traditional public power 
preference clause. However, what was probably meant was that the 
preference clause would be supplemented by a provision for geo- 
graphic distribution. It is assumed that omission of the preference 
clause was unintentional and can be corrected. 

I was surprised by Senator Neuberger’s frankness in saying that 
one of the purposes of this geographic distribution clause is to get 
for the State of Oregon a substantially larger portion of the share that 
would be developed in Washington. 

Senator Neusercer. I think the purpose of it would be to get a rea- 
sonable concentration of the power in any State. 

Mr. Heckenporn. It was suggested that the distribution would be 
fair and equitable. 

Sinstne: EUBERGER. You have quoted Governor Hatfield, and you 
have just quoted me as saying something I didn’t say, that was the only 
reason I corrected you. 

Mr. Heckenporn. It is my understanding that you would oppose 
the language which would state that the distribution would be fair and 
equitable, and the best language which would require that no unreason- 
able geographic concentration of power would result. Now we, of 
course, I think the State of Washington, wants to be fair. We are 
sister States, but we do not feel that one main agency operated by 
the President should have the determinative decision to determine 
by itself that a substantially greater share of the power would be 
taken down to Oregon. 

We feel that some clause such as “fair and equitable” is certainly 
not too much to ask. 

We also feel that it should not be left to the discretion of one man 
to determine what is a fair and equitable basis. This is the control of 
the economy of a region. 

Dissatisfaction with the preference clause does not justify junking 
the Bonneville Power Act. The Portland Oregonian has for some 
time stated that there is a growing dissatisfaction in Oregon over the 
effect of the above-mentioned clause which requires the Bonneville 
Power Administrator to give preference to public agencies in the sale 
of power. The Oregonian and others in Oregon feel that this clause 
results in Washington, with a larger number of publicly owned agen- 
cies, being placed in a more favorable position than Oregon. Ap- 
parently a provision in the proposed bill modifying the preference 
clause to provide that in the event of power shortage future power 
allocations would be based in part upon geographic distribution has 
had some influence in causing the Oregonian and others in Oregon to 
support this proposal. Although it has been felt that at times the 
preference clause does work a severe hardship, we know that it is 
highly valued by our publicly owned utility members and friends. We 
would simply remind our friends in Oregon that if one has a sore toe 
one doesn’t amputate the entire leg. It is felt that such injustices as 
may be done by the preference clause could be worked out and made the 
subject of legislative adjustment action without the necessity of im- 
posing an all-powerful Federal corporation upon the Pacific North- 
west. 
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Senator Neupercer. I think in fairness to the editors of the Oregon- 
_ I should correct a major inadequacy in your statement. You have 
said : 

Apparently a provision in the proposed bill modifying the preference clause to 
provide that in the event of power shortage future power allocations would be 
based in part upon geographic distribution has had some influence in causing the 
Oregonian and others in Oregon to support this proposal. 

I believe the editors of the Oregonian are entitled to have this dis- 
tortion and inaccuracy corrected. 

The particular clause in this bill that would modify the preference 
clause dates from November 21, 1958. If my memory is correct the 
Oregonian has been supporting this proposal for approximately 3 
years, so when you say that this particular modification of the prefer- 
ence clause caused the Oregonian to support this proposal, you are 
being quite unfair to the editors of the Oregonian. This modification 
of the preference clause dates in this committee print from November 
21, 1958. By contrast, the Oregonian has been editorially supporting 
the Columbia River Regional Development Corporation Lae sm if 
my memory serves me correctly, for the past 10 years and perhaps for 
slightly longer. 

Mr. Mestnacoen, If I may respectfully say so, you have not stated 
what I said, nor what I said the Oregonian said, but we both heard 
Editor Lundy’s testimony in Portland, and we have also read the 
editorials by Editor Lundy, and I believe one of the reasons he gave 
for supporting this program was because it would assure more power 
for the State of Oregon, and in other editorials which we have seen 
from the Oregonian, dating back over prior periods of time, it was pro- 
ose that such an organization would procure for Oregon greater 

nefits for the development of the Columbia River Valley. 

Senator Neusercer. I think that you ought to admit that, and I am 
going to read the whole sentence that I think is essentially incorrect, 
and end this discourse : 

Apparently a provision in the proposed bill modifying the preference clause to 
provide that in the event of power shortage, future power allocations would be 
based in part upon geographic distribution has had some influence in causing the 
Oregonian and others in Oregon to support this proposal. 

If your sentence isn’t right, correct me. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I believe that is correctly quoted. 

Sentor Neusercer. Mr. Mapes, this particular proposal that there 
shall be no unreasonable geographic allocation of the power by this 
Corporation dates from November 21, 1958, is that correct ? 

Mr. Mares. That is correct. 

Senator Neusercer. Will you obtain the earliest editorials in sup- 
ort of the regional corporation bill and have them included in the 
earing record at this time / 

(Starr Nore.—The following editorials, while perhaps not the 
earliest in support of a regional corporation, indicate the developing 
editorial view in the region at a relatively early stage in the develop- 
ment of the concept :) 


{From the Oregonian, May 11, 1954] 


SEAWAY AND POWER FINANCING 


The St. Lawrence Seaway bill, approved by both Houses of Congress and 
on its way to the President’s desk after minor House revisions are accepted 
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in the Senate, contains a financing provision which greatly interests Pacific 
Northwest groups working toward a regional corporation to build dams and sell 
hydroelectric power at wholesale. 

Adoption of the St. Lawrence bill is not only a triumph for President Bisen- 
hower, who succeeded with Congress where other Presidents, Republican and 
Democratic, have failed for 35 years. It also establishes a precedent for a 
true partnership for development of the Nation’s resources. This goes beyond 
the limited-partnership proposals in which Congress would appropriate the 
money for nonreimbursable costs of multiple-purpose dams—navigation, flood 
control, fisheries, ete—and private or publicly owned utilities, or combinations 
of them, would finance the power generation and transmission costs. 

The St. Lawrence bill sets up a Federal corporation to finance, build, and 
operate the seaway jointly with Canada. The U.S. corporation will be author- 
ized to issue $105 million in revenue bonds, to be repaid from shipping tolls. 
But the bonds will not be sold on the commercial money market. - They will be 
bought by the U.S. Treasury. Thus the cost of financing the project will be 
reduced because of a lower rate of interest. But the Government will be repaid 
in full. 

Taken in conjunction with a provision inserted at the motion of Senator Guy 
Cordon, Republican, of Oregon, in the bill for Federal construction of the 
Eklutna project in Alaska, this financing idea is important. Cordon’s amend- 
ment provided that ownership and operation of the Eklutna project could be 
transferred to an appropriate local unit of government when the Federal invest- 
ment had been repaid. 

The same proposal could be applied to existing Federal dams and transmis- 
sion lines in the Pacific Northwest. The only proper inheritor of these facili- 
ties, however, would be a regionwide public corporation, administered by a board 
of Northwest citizens elected or appointed by the President. This is so because 
the Federal power system is regionwide and should be kept so for the greatest 
benefits to all. 

Original thinking-along the lines of a regional corporation, by the editors of 
this newspaper and others, included a proposal for financing the acquisition, 
repayment, and operation of the Bonneville transmission system, and the con- 
struction of new dams in partnership with the Federal Government by issuance 
of revenue bonds. 

If these bonds were sold in the commercial market, the interest rate could 
be kept favorably low provided that Congress would agree to exempt them 
from taxation, as it exempted housing bonds. The rate would be still lower 
if Congress would pledge the credit of the Federal Government. With both of 
these provisions, private investment in public dams could function. Without 
them, a regional corporation would be far better off—that is, it could generate 
and distribute more power at lower rates—by Treasury purchase of the reve- 
nue bonds at the current Federal rate. 

The St. Lawrence bill, in any event, pledges the backing of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in a very positive way to a natural-resource-partnership program. A 
similar arrangement can be made for the Northwest if the people of the region 
will take the initiative and request it. 


aie 


<7 


[From the Oregonian, Jan. 31, 1955] 
FEDERAL Hypro STALEMATE CALLS FoR NEw APPROACH 


Sharp debate and division in the Oregon and Washington Legislatures on the 
Federal role in future Northwest power generation refiect the struggle in the 
National Capital. Under the present political alinement, a stalemate barring 
the Federal Government from any significant part hereafter in main-river dam 
building is almost certain. 

The Eisenhower administration is holding tough on its partnership proposal 
for multiple-purpose projects, with local interests financing the power facilities, 
if able, and the Government contributing the nonreimbursable features for 
flood control and navigation. The Bureau of the Budget has adopted new 
criteria for Federal participation in local water-resources projects which will 
make it more difficult for the Army engineers and the Reclamation Bureau to get 
full Federal financing of new dams, 

Democratic policy is uncertain, so far as a congressional majority is con- 
cerned. But a group in which the Democratic Senators of Oregon, Washington, 
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and Montana—plus Oregon’s Independent Senator—are influential in standing 
for all-Federal development of the big projects. This attitude may be modified 
to permit public utility districts, or groups of them, to enjoy a Federal partner- 
ship—as for Priest Rapids and Rocky Reach Dams. But it is adamant against 
private utility-Federal partnerships, as proposed for John Day Dam. 

The division on party lines in the Oregon and Washington Legislatures on 
resolutions and memorials is more disciplined than it will be in Congress where 
the issues respecting particular projects will be settled. But the probability of a 
political deadlock is present and acute. 

Partnership proposals for predominantly power projects are likely to run into 
a stone wall in the House Appropriations Committee. Chairman Clarence Can- 
non, Missouri Democrat, pulled out of his hat a Congress-shaking reorganiza- 
tion plan abolishing the big Independent Offices Subcommittee which, his- 
torically, has handled funds for all agencies outside the regular departments. 
These latter include TVA, Atomic Energy, Interstate Commerce, power pro- 
grams, communications, the President’s Office, and others. 

Some Democrats lined up with Republicans to prevent abolishment of the 
Independent Offices Subcommittee. But Representative Cannon did succeed in 
taking out of that committee and putting into a new subcommittee, headed by 
himself, all Federal appropriations relating to power projects. 

Chairman Cannon and eight other Democrats friendly to Federal and other 
public power will control this Subcommittee on Public Works. It will be the 
dominant authority on funds for the Army engineers, Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration, Reclamation Bureau, Southeastern Power Administration, and 
Southwestern Power Administration. Such pro-private-power representatives 
as Ben Jensen, of Iowa, will be outside looking in. 

But while Cannon’s committees in the House will be in effective position to 
stop Eisenhower partnership proposals, they will not be assured of success in 
substituting all-Federal projects. There have not been enough changes in the 
Senate to guarantee that. The Eisenhower administration, still running a 
deficit, is powerful enough to block big Federal expenditures for power projects 
which local interésts, public or private, are willing to finance. 

In the face of this political stalemate, is it not time for the Northwest to put its 
internal bickering aside and join in urging a regional corporation? This is a 
solution long advocated by this newspaper, and now being drafted for congres- 
sional consideration by the Northwest Public Power Association. 

The proposal is for a Federal corporation embracing Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana, directed by a board from the region. It would take over 
the Bonneville Power Administration and its obligations to repay the Treasury 
for dams now operating or building. It would issue revenue bonds, guaranteed 
by Congress and thus assured of a low interest rate, to build major power proj- 
ects—hydro until that source is exhausted, atomic energy as soon as these 
become economical. 

A long-range plan of development, adequate financing to replace uncertain an- 
nual appropriations, elimination of the burden on the national debt, and a supply 
of electric energy sufficient to end the controversy over public power preference 
would be the result of establishment of a regional corporation. If there remains 
an idealogical block in the public mind, a provision in the congressional act for 
a Federal corporation to give way to a regional-compact type of organization 
should end that worry. 

It has been reliably projected that the Northwest will need electricity com- 
parable to the potential production of three Columbia rivers by the year 2000. 
If there is a better way to get it than through a regional corporation, it has 
not been suggested to us. 


[From the Oregonian, Mar. 13, 1955] 
REGIONAL POWER CORPORATION OFFERS Hope TO NORTHWEST 


The Northwest Public Power Association’s third draft of a proposed congres- 
sional bill to establish a regional power corporation to absorb the Bonneville 
Power Administration and to finance new power generation by issuing revenue 
bonds is a constructive effort to break a political deadlock. 

This newspaper, which for 3 years has advocated the regional corporation ap- 
proach, welcomes the leadership taken by an organization representing public 
power utilities of the Northwest, and urges participation of all interests, includ- 
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ing private power utilities, in helping to make this plan a fair and effective 
instrument of basin development. 

The bill has been almost completely rewritten, between its first and second 
drafts, and many changes have been made in the third draft. It is by no means 
complete, nor so represented by its sponsor. If introduced in Congress in its 
present form, amendments and revisions undoubtedly will result from hearings. 
But the principle of a self-financing regional entity dedicated to provision of 
hydro dams and atomic powerplants on a schedule necessary to keep up with 
needs of the entire area should have the support of all the people. 

Federal development of the Columbia River was started in the depression days 
of the 1930’s, with make-work projects at Bonneville and Grand Coulee. Under 
the leadership of Senator Charles L. McNary, Oregon Republican, the policies 
of regional transmission of power at postage-stamp rates, integration of Federal 
projects (and, later, of all public and private projects in the Northwest power 
pool), preference and priority for public power districts and cities, and use of 
power revenues to support irrigation projects were put into effect. 

In the past two decades, Congress has invested almost a billion and a half 
dollars in the hydropower development of the Columbia Basin, with the result 
that the Federal system is delivering about 60 percent of the power consumed 
in the Northwest. This has been of incomparable value to the region and to the 
Nation. 

But the honeymoon is over. President Truman put the first stop order on 
Federal expenditures on the Columbia. This was relaxed by emergency passage 
of appropriations to start the Dalles Dam in 1951. But the congressional atti- 
tude, under both Democratic and Republican control, has solidified against Fed- 
eral assumption of ever greater responsibility for hydroelectric expansion. The 
Hisenhower policy is one of partnership, with local private or public utilities 
paying for the power costs of multiple-purpose projects. At the same time there 
has been a tightening of transmission responsibility of the Federal marketing 
agency, the Bonneville Power Administration. 

But though there are no new Federal dams in sight, and partnership pro- 
posals are being fought at every step, there remains substantial agreement that 
a $7 billion investment in Northwest power generation will be necessary in the 
next 2 decades to meet minimum needs. It is unrealistic to expect either the 
Federal Government or local utilities, or both, to meet this tremendous demand. 

It is also essential that the Northwest maintain to the best of its ability its 
chief competitive advantage over other areas blessed with oil, gas, coal, ad- 
jacency to markets and lower freight rates. That advantage is low-cost power. 

Hence, the evolution of a regional corporation idea advanced as long as 18 
years ago by Dr. Charles McKinley in a study for the Northwest Regional Plan- 
ning Commission, proposed in somewhat different form by the Oregonian in June 
and July 1952, and now put forward in detail by the Northwest Public Power 
Association. 

The NWPPA’s bill would have Congress set up a Federal corporation—entitled 
Columbia River Development Corporation—for the geographical entity of Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, and Montana. It would be administered by a board of five 
members, each a resident for 5 years or longer of the Northwest, each State to 
have at least one representative. The President would appoint the directors and 
the Senate would confirm them. The bill calls for public hearings on proposed 
projects, and a regional advisory council. 

Within 6 months of its formation, the Corporation would take over the assets, 
liabilities and personnel of the Bonneville Power Administration. By Presi- 
dential order, it could be assigned title and control, also, of the existing Federal 
dams—but this is neither required nor essential. In superseding BPA, the 
new agency would assume the obligation to repay to the Federal Treasury all 
of the unpaid balance of funds appropriated by Congress, and assigned to be 
repaid from power revenues, not only for the transmission network but for the 
dams themselves. 

With the credit base of power contracts and transmission lines now held by 
BPA, the Columbia River Development Corporation would have no difficulty 
selling revenue bonds to finance new power projects—hydroelectric dams, in the 
immediate future; atomic powerplants a few years from now. A reliable esti- 
mate is that by the year 2000, the Northwest would need three Columbia Rivers 
to supply its power needs. Obviously, the region will be into atomic energy— 
now much closer than many think—long before that date. But to get the 
greatest benefit from higher cost atomic plants, such power must be integrated 
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in a single system with lower cost hydropower. A regional corporation could 
do this most efficiently. 


Provision is made in the proposed bill for eventual transfer of the Federal 
corporation’s functions to an interstate power compact type of organization, 
should this be the desire of the States. The States, in drafting the abortive 
Columbia interstate compact which failed of adoption in both the Oregon and 
Washington Legislatures, have not yet shown any desire actually to build dams 
and powerplants—but the way is kept open for them. 

The foundation of thinking behind a regional corporation—Federal or inter- 
state in nature—is that the Columbia River is a public resource, regional in 
character, and that the Northwest will be served best by development of the 
region as an entity. Some criticisms and justifications of the regional corpora- 
tion plan will be discussed on this page tomorrow. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I believe they are probably already in the record, 
but maybe I should correct my statement as to this precise language. 
It may not be the precise language which influenced the Oregonian, but 
it appears to me that the hope that such language would be included 
is one of the things that caused the Oregonian to support the bill. 

Senator Nreusercer. There have been versions of this bill for 4 or 5 
years. This is the first time that any modification of the preference 
clause has been included, therefore you are certainly being unfair to 
the editors of the Oregonian when you say that this influence dated 
from only a few weeks ago. 

Mr. Hecxenpvorn. The preference clause was inserted in the Bonne- 
ville Power Act in 1937. 

Senator Neusercer. This is the first time any modification has been 
inserted in the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, which, 
is what you are talking about today. 

Mr. Heckenporn. We feel that the authority of the Corporation 
would be broader than the public is led to believe, and I know that ap- 
parently you and I will differ somewhat on this. If it is not your in- 
tention that this Corporation would have the right to construct power- 
generating facilities, and would not have the right to condemn existing 
power-generating or transmission facilities, then this statement would 
require some modification, but as the bill is presently written, section 9 
states that to meet the net power needs of the Pacific Northwest, the 
Corporation is authorized and directed to construct, and, omitting 
some inconsequential language, generating facilities. 

However, examination of the provisions of the proposed bill (sec. 
5), together with those of the Bonneville Act (sec. 2(d)), indicates 
that the Corporation could acquire by condemnation any property 
which in the manager’s opinion was necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of the act. Typical of what a possible manager might consider 
necessary to carry out the purposes might be the Brownlee, Oxbow, 
and Hell’s Canyon Dams of the Idaho Power Co. 

Personally, I am pleased to see that the bill will be modified, and 
what apparently are ambiguities in it, so that it will contain accurate 
statements. 

Senator Neuseraer. Is the exact language that is in the Bonneville 
Act what you are complaining about? I just want to get this straight. 
That has been on the statute books for over 20 years. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. Some of the language I have made reference to 
is contained in the present Bonneville Act, and most of it is. If this 
language has been in the Bonneville Act, we have been living with it 
for 20 years, and the reason is that the Bonneville Act has the right 
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to condemn for one purpose, but as we interpret this act, and as I think 
the way the act is, you find that instead of having one purpose, the act 
or the Corporation will have one, two, three, or five purposes, and 
some of them are purposes which we feel are not proper governmental 
purposes. So when you add those, you have broadened the purposes 
of condemnation five times or something in that proportion. We feel 
that actual support for the proposal is somewhat limited. 

It was generally assumed after the opposition which the former 
Columbia Valley Authority bill received in 1949 that no further 
attempts would be made to impose the authority of a Federal Corpo- 
ration upon the area. However, it has been known that a small but 
very vocal hard core of Federal power enthusiasts were keeping a 
modified authority bill on hand to push forward when the time 
appeared favorable. Apparently it was felt that current dissatis- 
faction in Oregon over the effect of the preference clause made the 
time right. Examples of their efforts to build up an appearance of 
broad support are indicated by the examples of form letters which 
they provided persons with the suggestion that such a letter be mailed 
to Senator Neuberger. 

Now we suggest that the effort to bring out testimony in these 
hearings stem to a large degree from a very small minority, and we 
called attention to this by attaching to this statement of mine one 
of their statements, mailed and actually suggested to them the lan- 
guage to be used. I know that was done in the other instances, but 
it does not seem to me to be a real spontaneous, shall we say, method 
of getting the public opinion in this area. We feel that the required 
geographic distribution might divert power from centers of popula- 
tion and industry. 

Apparently future power could be distributed to nonpreference 
customers before the requirements of preference customers had been 
met, if the Manager felt that an unreasonable amount of the power 
sold by the Corporation was going to one area or one State. This 
provision would appear to vest in the Corporation Manager a very 
great influence or control over the economy of segments of the North- 
west and conceivably could result in the diverting of power from 
the industrial and population centers where it might be vitally 
needed. 

Senator Neusercer. Don’t you believe that power should be dis- 
tributed fairly within a region? What do you think about that? 

Mr. Hecxenvorn. Yes, 1 do. I think you would get all you could 
for Oregon, and which is probably your duty as a Senator of Oregon. 
I hope our two Senators will be as alert as you have been in this 
regard. 

We feel that the proposal would not appear to pay full interest to 
the Treasury. The proposal is that the Secretary of the Treasury 
fix the interest on the long-term bonds on the basis of “the current 
average rate on outstanding marketable obligations of the United 
States.” If followed, this would mean that these bonds would re- 
ceive the benefits of the lower interest rates on bonds issued years 
before and also on short-term or other securities bringing in low 
interest rates. This would appear to result in an interest subsidy on 
the up to $750 million of bonds which the Corporation could issue. 
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Experience has proven that we do not get anything for nothing. 
If we subsidize power production for low rates we pay for it thereat 
higher taxes, in the marketplace, or otherwise. 

I believe Mr. Billington stated that very clearly. 

12. The provision that nothing in the act shall interfere with 
water rights acquired under State law is probably illusory. Recent 
U.S. Supreme Court decisions indicate that, notwithstanding such 
language in a Federal act, State water rights will be superseded if 
they are inconsistent with the general purposes of the act. 

13. The provision in section 14 that certain of the States can form 
a compact essentially grants nothing. The States already can and 
have been negotiating on the terms of a compact for some time. 
There is some hope a reasonable compact can be completed, but if 
this proposed Corporation is established it will greatly decrease the 
likelihood of Congress ever ratifying the compact or turning back any 
of States’ assets to them. 

14. The Columbia River is being well developed. Statements that 
the Columbia is being tapped are either being made recklessly or with- 
out knowledge of the facts. The estimates of different engineers or 
groups vary but the maximum potential hydroelectric development of 
the Columbia is from 40 to 43 million kilowatts. If one takes the 
plants in existence, the additional future units in such dams, the plants 
actively under construction, those licensed but not yet under con- 
struction, plus those for which a license has been applied for or a 
preliminary permit issued, one finds the river system 1s in the process 
of developing about 26 million kilowatts. This is approximately 60 
percent of the total potential. Probably no more than that would be 
developed by any agency, Federal or otherwise. 

When it is considered that probably one-third of the potential output 
of the river system is economically unfeasible of development, it is 
noted that processing is underway on well over 80 percent of the 
practical available power. Of the major sites—those over 500,000 
kilowatts—licenses have been granted on all but two and one of them 
conflicts with a fishery run. 

Outstanding examples of the type of the cooperation which is pres- 
ently developing the Columbia at a rapid rate are: 

(1) Construction by the Grant County PUD of the 712,000-kilowatt 
Priest Rapids project; and 

(2) Construction by Chelan County PUD of the 710,000-kilowatt 
Rocky Reach Dam. 

The Priest Rapids project and the related Wanapum project will 
be the third largest producer of hydroelectric power in the United 
States. Financing is accomplished on the basis of sale of energy to 
two PUD’s, six municipally owned electric systems, and four privately 
owned systems. The Rocky Reach project is financed on the basis of 
sale of energy to two PUD’s and one privately owned system. 

The Seattle chamber believes that the initiative of private enter- 
prise, and the efficiency of local control, assisted and encouraged by 
a helpful but nondictatorial government, can best develop the energy 
potential of the Columbia River for the benefit of the citizens of this 
area and the Nation. 
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(Form letters and article referred to are as follows :) 


[From the Reader’s Digest, August 1957] 
Paciric NORTHWEST STANDS ON ITs OWN FEET 


A shot of local self-reliance that should be heard around the Na- 
tion. Good news for those who believe needless Federal expendi- 
tures can be curtailed. 


(By William Hard, one of the country’s distinguished journalists, who has long 
specialized in political and economic problems) 


My favorite American region, right now, is the Pacific Northwest, reaching 
westward from Montana to include Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. It contains 
the most vigorous effort now existing in the United States toward getting away 
from undue dependence on the Federal Government and toward a renewal of 
local self-reliance. 

The problem is one that pervades the whole country. It is authoritatively cal- 
culated that the Federal Government now has 67 different varieties of grants to 
States and localities. They amounted in 1954 to some $3 billion. In 1958 they 
will amount to more than $5 billion. 

It is idle to say that these grants are imposed upon the States and localities by 
the Federal Government. They are demanded by the States and localities, 
Reform cannot come from the stratosphere of the District of Columbia. It has 
to come from a revived belief in themselves by energetic citizens at the grassroots, 
Such citizens are now spectacularly appearing in the Pacific Northwest. 

In that region the financial assistance of the Federal Government has been 
especially profuse for great dams on the great rivers with which the Pacific 
Northwest is so abundantly blessed. In the last 20 years the Federal Government 
has spent $2 billion on these rivers. But the light and power requirements of the 
region have steadily expanded. To meet them in the next 10 years the Federal 
Government would have to appropriate $314 billion. That would be at the rate 
of approximately $1 million a day. 

The response in the State of Washington tends to prove that local agencies 
can meet their own light and power needs without a penny from the Federal 
Government in the Pacific Northwest—or anywhere else. 

I now salute a valiant band of rebel local agencies in the State of Washing- 
ton, called the Puget Sound Utilities Council. It has five members. Two of 
them are municipally owned: Seattle City Light and Tacoma City Light. Two 
of them are county-owned: Chelan County Public Utility District and Snoho- 
mish County Public Utility District. The fifth is the privately owned Puget 
Sound Power & Light Co. Their different ideologies do not prevent them from 
working together toward independence from the Federal Government. They 
have declared: 

“Our utilities agree that it is their responsibility to take care of the total 
electric power needs of the Puget Sound-Cascade area for all purposes, including 
industrial growth, and they intend to do so.” 

This is a shot that should be heard around the Nation. 

The most striking adventure growing out of this declaration of independence 
is the Chelan County Public Utility District’s immense project on the Columbia 
River itself. The Columbia, mightiest of the region’s rivers, has been virtually 
a Federal preserve. On its broad course the Federal Government has built a 
series of world-resounding dams: Grand Coulee, Chief Joseph, McNary, the 
Dalles, Bonneville. Now the little Chelan County Public Utility District, at a 
point impudently near the Federal Government’s Chief Joseph, is building a 
dam called Rocky Reach, rated at an ultimate enormous capacity of about 1 
million kilowatts. 

How does Chelan dare to do it? Why, because of cooperation from its part- 
ner, the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. Privately owned Puget has agreed 
to buy all the electricity produced at Rocky Reach by publicly owned Chelan, 
except what may be needed by Chelan itself and by a neighboring public utility 
district called Douglas. Thereupon Chelan has been able to raise $23 million— 
and proposes to raise $227 million more—through sales of “revenue bonds”—to 
investment bankers. 

So what now becomes of the notion that only the Federal Government can 
finance large dam projects? Chelan PUD has killed it. And another public 


> nb eee 3 


ome 


——— 


ih ~~ pee ete oe LM 


— ~*~ ~*~ + ih 


42d a hme he 








BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 879 


utility district in the State of Washington—the Grant County PUD—has killed 
it some more by means of the most amazing mingling of local agencies ever 
contrived in the United States. 

This Grant County PUD has been licensed by the Federal Power Commission 
to construct a project called Priest Rapids and Wanapum, also on the Columbia 
River. Toward that end it has already raised $166 million through sales of 
“revenue bonds” to private investment houses. Why do those bankers welcome 
those bonds? Because they are backed by power sales contracts which the 
Grant County PUD has arranged with 12 cooperating local purchasers. 

Two of those purchasers are public utility districts. Six are city-owned 
electric systems. Four are unregenerate, unrepentant privately owned electric 
companies. The 12 together have contracted to buy three-fifths of the electricity 
produced by the new Grant County PUD project. This cooperation is accepted 
by investment bankers as gilt-edged security. It could be imitated by local 
agencies, public and private, in many other parts of this country. It is the way 
out from power dominance by the Federal Government. 

How large is the Priest Rapids and Wanapum project? It will be the third 
largest producer of hydroelectric power in the United States. And I am con- 
vineed that there is no American powerplant project, however large, that cannot 
be financed by local agencies within States—or between States. 

Let’s see how far that process has gone in the Pacific Northwest. There are 
a number of unfinished Federal hydroelectric projects in the region’s rivers. 
When finished, including installation of additional units in existing projects, 
they will produce some 2.3 million new kilowatts. But look at the surge of local 
initiative. Hydroelectric projects now underway by local private agencies and 
by local public agencies and by minglings of both will produce, when finished, 
more than 4 million new kilowatts. In other words, the local horse is far out- 
stripping the Federal horse in the Pacific Northwest as they go into the stretch. 

Clearly the Federal power advocates must now do something to retrieve their 
fortunes. And they are doing it. Led by Senators Wayne Morse and Richard 
Neuberger of Oregon, they are claiming that certain victories of Democratic 
candidates over Republican candidates in the Pacific Northwest in last year’s 
elections prove that the voters there have issued a “mandate” for Federal power. 
But was Federal power the principal concern of the voters? It was not. 

Surveys of the moods of the voters in last year’s elections in Idaho and Wash- 
ington and Oregon establish the solid fact that Federal power was a minor issue 
in their minds. They were more interested in American foreign policy, in 
world peace, farm relief, the high cost of living. Only a tiny number of the 
voters interviewed said that any passion for Federal power determined their 
votes. 

So what must we conclude? We must conclude that the reign of Federal power 
as a dominant factor in the thinking of the Pacific Northwest is over. And we 
must conclude that Federal power can be made to yield to local power in every 
other region in America. 

I now take you to the Pacific Northwest’s most truculent and controversial 
river, the Snake. 

The Snake wriggles its way westward through southern Idaho and then 
turns northward on the border between Idaho and Oregon and plunges into 
one of the deepest river gorges on earth, where it presently arrives at a most 
romantic and most political spot called Hells Canyon. For now some 7 years 
the Federal power advocates have been imploring the Congress to authorize 
the building of a Federal Hells Canyon Dam. There is no more persistent 
political effort in the United States. It is energetically supported by a quite 
thrilling female Congressman from Idaho named Gracie Pfost. She is widely 
known in Washington as “Hell’s Bells Gracie.” She is immortalized by 
letters which appear on a Hells Canyon cliff and which say: “Gracie Slept 
Here.” 

Nor is the project without money backing. In recent years the National 
Hells Canyon Association, out of contributions from certain labor and farm 
groups, has spent more than $100,000 on behalf of the Hells Canyon bill. 

This bill affects the honor of the Federal Goverment. It would violate and 
annul a solemn compact between the Federal Government and a private enter- 
prise: The Idaho Power Co. Long ago the company asked the Federal Power 
Commission to give it a license to construct three dams in the Hells Canyon 
stretch of the Snake River. The Commission took 20,000 pages of testimony 
from the company’s friends and from the company’s foes. It then unanimously 
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recommended that the Federal Government should not construct a Hells Canyon 
Dam. It gave the Idaho Power Co, a license to build its three proposed dams: 
At Brownlee, at Oxbow, and at Hells Canyon. Its decision was confirmed 
py a unanimous vote of the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in the District of 
Columbia ; and the U.S. Supreme Court refused to overturn it. 

The company in good faith went immediately to work. It began construction 
at Brownlee and Oxbow, and began planning for construction at Hells Canyon. 
It has now spent some $40 million on construction expenses and obligations. 
The Federal Hells Canyon Dam would not only supplant the Idaho Power Co.’s 
license for its Hells Canyon Dam but would inundate and drown out all of 
the millions of dollars’ worth of work already accomplished by the company 
at its Brownlee and Oxbow Dam sites. 

Senator Morse is fond of talking about morality. He might well be asked: 
“Is it moral to break a Federal contract and destroy $40 million worth of private 
investment?” 

Senator Morse and his Federal power colleagues justify such treatment of 
the Idaho Power Co. by saying that its license to build three new dams is a 
giveaway. It is a phrase hurled at every license issued by the Federal Power 
Commission to a private company. It is nowadays a viciously misleading phrase. 
Let us look at it in the case of the Idaho Power Co. 

Under the license granted by the Federal Power Commission the company 
must do the following things: 

It must impound up to 1 million acre-feet of flood control water at its own 
expense. 

It must take the power it, gets from its Snake River dams and link that 
power with the Northwest Power Pool, thus helping serve the power needs of 
the whole region. 

It must provide fishtraps and fish ladders to enable salmon and steelhead 
trout to survive its dams (at a cost of millions of dollars) for the benefit of 
the Pacific Northwest’s fishermen. 

It must provide marsh areas for waterfowl to nest in. 

It must provide recreational areas in consultation with the Government's 
National Park Service. 

In other words, the Idaho Power Co., though a private company, must perform 
all the public services that a benevolent publicly owned enterprise would perform. 

On top of which it must do three more things that the Government would 
not have to do. 

1. It must submit its retail selling rates for power to the local States regulatory 
commission. 

2. It must submit its issues of securities to the Government’s Federal Power 
Commission. 

3. It must pay local and Federal taxes. 

Isn’t it a strange sort of giveaway? I think that the true giveaway would 
be if the Federal Government, for the sole benefit of the Pacific Northwest, 
should finance a Federal Hells Canyon Dam at a cost to us taxpayers of $350 
million. 

Some Senators recently hurled a fog of abuse at the Idaho Power Co. for 
a so-called fast tax writeoff granted by the Government’s Office of Defense 
Mobilization. Faced with this misleading attack, the company has now rejected 
the writeoff privileges, “to eliminate further beclouding of the real issues.” 

But suppose the Idaho Power Co. had accepted these privileges? Would it 
have been guilty of sinning against the public? Let’s look at the facts of the 
fast tax writeoff. 

These certificates should really be called certificates for rapid depreciation. 
That’s all. Under them the company could have deducted from its taxable 
income, for 5 years, some two-thirds of the construction costs of two of its 
new dams in the Snake River. But then what? 

Then the company would begin to make up for it. For 5 years it would have 
paid less than normal taxes. Thereafter, it would pay more than normal taxes. 
At the end of the lifetime of the two dams it would have paid full Federal 
taxes on all of the income from the operation of the dams. 

The rapid depreciation certificates certainly would have given the company 
au temporary advantage. Was such an advantage deserved? Again, let’s look 
at the facts. The Idaho Power Co. serves some 60 defense plants and military 
installations. Thereupon it rates inclusion in the “rapid depreciation” law 
which was enacted by a Democratic Congress and reenacted by a Republican 
Congress. This has been a bipartisan national policy for promoting the con- 
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struction of facilities for future national defense. Some 22,000 rapid-deprecia- 
tion certificates have been issued, 929 of them to. electric light and power com- 
panies. Is it not odd that the Senators should have singled out the Idaho 
Power Co. for their wrath? : 

Finally, is it not equally curious to hear the advocates of a Federal dam at 
Hells Canyon complaining because the Idaho Power Co. could have received a 
temporary deferral of taxes? At present rates the Idaho Power Co. will pay 
$500 million in Federal and State taxes during the course of its licenses. ‘The 
Federal dam, being owned by the Government, would never pay any taxes at all. 

We have in the Congress today a so-called economy wave. It is an odd wave. 
It-shows a lot of force in cutting down expenditures for Federal functions which 
are really truly properly Federal, such as the Defense Department, the State 
Department, the U.S. Information Agency. But it wavers when it comes to cut~ 
ting down Federal expenditures for regional projects that the local folks them- 
selves could handle. f 

When I consider what is being done by the Puget Sound Utilities Council, 
by the Chelan Public Utility District, by the Grant Publie Utility District, by 
other neighboring municipalities and public utility district’s, I can only repeat: 
“The Pacific Northwest right now my favorite region.” It is producing men who 
can stand on their own local feet. 


NORTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 
YOUR TESTIMONY IS NEEDED 
REGIONAL CORPORATION BILL 


You are urgently requested to testify in person or send in a letter endorsing, 
at least in principle, the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

The revised bill contains many fine improvements. It is available from 
Senator Richard L. Neuberger, 326 New U.S. Courthouse, Portland 5, Oreg. 

Grassroots testimony is needed. Technical details were covered in the Wash- 
ington, D.C., hearings last May. Most of the changes in the latest bill consist 
of the technical*frecommendations submitted by Federal agencies. The May 
hearing was very good. We have a good start. 

Main purpose of the Columbia River Development Corporation is to im- 
prove the financing and administration of the Columbia Kiver power system. 
It is our best protection against future Bonneville rate increases. 

A major improvement is the suggestion of Oregonian Editor Herb Lundy who 
testitied in May that the bill was too weak on “public utility responsibility.” 
The new biil has an excellent publie utility responsibility section. 

The bill retains the preference clause. It retains the idea of a five-man, 
full-time Board of Directors. It retains the Advisory Council. But we did 
delete the controversial section 7(¢) which would have curtailed FPC licensing 
jurisdiction. The present bill also leaves the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation with their present responsibilities. 

Senator Neuberger has announced hearings as follows: 

Portland, Monday, December 8; Seattle, Tuesday, December 9; Coeur d’Alene, 
Wednesday, December 10; Kalispell, Thursday, December 11. 

We need your help, please attend one of the hearings or at least send in a 
letter to Senator Neuberger endorsing the regional Corporation bill in prin- 
ciple. We need lots of grassroots support. 


CORPORATION BILL IN NEW FORM 
Hearings near 

Simplified and improved over previous drafts, the revised regional Corpora- 
tion bill is now available, with public hearings scheduled in the Northwest De- 
cember 8-11. 

yroups and individuals are urged to submit testimony endorsing the bill in 
principle. Testimony may be in letter form, addressed to Senator Richard L. 
Neuberger, 326 New U.S. Courthouse, Portland 5, Oreg. 

Senator Neuberger will conduct hearings for the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee December 8 in Portland, December 9 in Seattle, December 10 in Coeur 
d’Alene, and December 11 in Kalispell. The grass roots hearings will deter- 
mine public sentiment. 
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Among changes in the eighth draft of the bill are a stronger public utility 
responsibility clause, and an insufficiency clause relating public utility responsi- 
bility to preferefice. Preference and withdrawal clauses are retained. Reve- 
nue bonds up to $750 million may be sold to the U.S. Treasury at cost, rather 
than a fixed interest rate. The five-man, full-time Board is retained. 

The Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation will still build and op- 
erate dams, and retain multiple-purpose duties. IFPC will retain authority to 
license projects. 

The regional Corporation bill is aimed at improving financing and adminis- 
tration of the Federal power system in the Northwest. The first seven drafts 
were prepared by NWPPA, the seventh becoming S. 3114. The newest draft 
was prepared by the Senate Public Works Committee staff with close coopera- 
tion of NWPPA. 

A “clean” bill, the new draft has been simplified, reorganized and shortened, 
including all technical amendments proposed by Government witnesses at hear- 


ings on 8. 3114. 


Suggestions for testimony 

Testimony should be brief, state that you are for the idea, and why. If you 
eannot testify in person, mail testimony to Senator Neuberger. 

Realizing that abundance of low-cost electricity is vital to the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation, and also realizing that a 
power program must pay its own way on a rock-sound financial foundation, I 
firmly endorse the idea of a Columbia River Development Corporation as pro- 
posed in the bill being considered by your committee. 

The regional Corporation approach will best serve the public interest by im- 
proving the financing and administration of the Federal power system in the 
Northwest. 

Please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration bill, as revised, in principle. I respectfully urge retention of the pub- 
lic utility responsibility provision which will insure an adequate power supply 
to all users in any eventuality. 

I heartily endorse the idea embodied in the regional Corporation bill. Please 
keep antimonopoly provisions intact to assure consumer-ownéed power systems 
adequate power supply. 

As a consumer of electricity, I am earnestly interested in where the money 
I spend for electric service goes. That is why I am endorsing the regional 
corporation bill. in principle, because it will reorganize the Federal power system 
in the Northwest and assure development of resources in the public interest. 

Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation 
depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and the resultant 
low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth ; and 

Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its own 
way: and 

Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated manage- 
ment of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements in 
financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River Devel- 
opment Corporation bill: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the board of trustees (commissioners, directors) of Blank Elec- 
tric Cooperative (PUD, Grange, local union, et cetera), That we endorse the 
regional corporation principle; be it further 

Resolved, That this board respectfully requests that this resolution be included 
in the record of hearings conducted December 8 to 11 by the Senate Public Works 
Committee on the proposed bill. 

Less than 20 percent of our water resources are harnessed today. One of the 
main arguments against building large dams like Hells Canyon and Paradise 
is the reluctance of Congress to make appropriations. I support the regional 
corporation idea because it provides a sound, stable, self-financing plan to build 
dams by means of electric revenue bonds and insures low-cost power to build 
our country. 

Low-cost power is causing a revolution in irrigation methods. In the million- 
acre Columbia Basin project many farmers are refusing to use ditch irrigation 
because they prefer the many advantages of sprinkler irrigation made possible 
through low-cost power. The regional corporation can be a big help in encour- 
aging this progressive irrigation movement by assuring an adequate supply of 
low-cost power. I heartily endorse the regional corporation idea. 
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We have only started to develop the Columbia River Basin, despite reports 
of private utility representatives that this job is almost done. However, we 
have only built the easy dams so far. Future dams will be more of a financial 
challenge, calling for better methods of financing and administration along the 
lines of the regional corporation bill. I endorse the regional corporation bill 
in principle. 

Although I cannot attend the hearings because of my work, I want to urge 
your committee to support the regional corporation bill as a valuable means of 
developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 

The Bonneville system has grown like Topsy, and we need a better method of 
financing this program which could mean so much to Northwest people. There- 
fore, I endorse the regional corporation bill approach. c 

The U.S. Department of Labor predicts that Northwest unemployment this 
winter will be greater than last winter. This situation could have been avoided 
if we had had more low-cost power to attract new industries and jobs. I feel 
creation of a regional Federal power corporation will be a big step to relieve 
future unemployment in the Northwest. 

I want to get the most for my money in electricity as well as anything else. 
Furthermore, what’s in the public interest is in my interest. That’s why I am 
writing in support of the regional corporation bill. 

Even the Hoover Commission recommended that Bonneville should be changed 
into a Federal corporation so as to do a more businesslike job. I am for the 
regional corporation method because it is in the public interest. 

There would be no danger of an increase in Bonneville power rates if we 
had had the businesslike approach of the regional corporation bill. Also a 
Board of Directors should insure better attention to the needs of people in 
the region for jobs and industry. I endorse the regional corporation bill. 


Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

I noticed you made critical reference to the material that had been 
mailed out by the Northwest Public Power Association urging its 
members to support the bill. Is it your opinion that support of the 
bill is organized, whereas opposition to it is wholly spontaneous ? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. My opinion is that the support of the bill is 
substantially better organized than any opposition to it. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Heckendorn, you are the first witness so 
far who has brought up this interpretation of the criticism by people 
on the other side of the issue. I have seen material issued by both 
sides; I like to see that. It seems to me that that is the way opinion 
is formed in our country. People have to receive information in 
labor unions, from power companies, from bankers, from fraternal 
organizations, women’s clubs, et cetera, and I dislike seeing people on 
one side criticize the distribution of information or propaganda, if 
you want to call it that, by people of the other side. You may have 

en here when the lady from Bremerton came in with a very critical 
opposition of the bill, and I told her I thought it was fine thing that 
an individual citizen should come in and give her views. Even though 
I am the sponsor of the bill, I have seen the material from the Pa- 
cific Northwest Development Association and from various chambers 
of commerce and so on, and I think it is perfectly all right for the 
Pacific Northwest Power Association to do it. You are the first 
witness to give that opinion on it. I don’t see why you did that. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I like to see information distributed to all 
possible. That is the way we get the facts and the truth but I do 
not particularly enjoy seeing organized campaigns instead of true 
reactions, intended to give the effect of spontaneous grassroots oppo- 
sition, particularly when those opinions are designed not to let the 
people express their own opinions, and put words in their mouths. I 
agree we should get all the information on this possible. I have 
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not received a substantial amount from either side; in that respect I 
have had to dig this out for myself, and I feel that that is the way it 
should be, people thinking for themselves, and then in their own 
words, stating what they conclude on the basis of the most accurate 
facts available. That, Senator, in my own opinion, will foster 
democracy and preserve freedom. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you have any questions ! 

Mr. Movuron. Do you think any Senator in office more than 6 
weeks would not be able to tell when he got some of this pressure mail? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I was in the legislature, and I received a good 
deal of that, and it is true that it tends to follow certain words, such 
as in here. It is so much better to encourage people to get the facts 
and freely express themselves. 

Mr. Mouuron. I assure you that they can all recognize that sort of 
thing, and they come to their conclusions despite that. 

Mr. Heckenporn. There have been various per capita income figures 
quoted here. I have some figures which show to me that in the State 
of Washington, since 1940, our State has always increased above the 
United States average during those periods. Now, I could be wrong, 
because I have learned that you get different figures, and sometimes 
our interpretations are different. These figures I have are based on 
the population estimates of the United States Department of Com- 
merce, and I thought they were accurate. 

Senator Neupercer. These are from 1952 to 1957. What do you 
have for 1952 for the Nation, average per capita incomes? 

Mr. Heckenporn. I have $1,727. 

Senator Neusercer. That is right. What do you have for the 
State of Washington ? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. For 1952, I have $1,912. 

Senator Neurercer. Now for 1953, what do you have for the 
Nation ? 

Mr. Hecxenvnorn. I have $1,788. 

Senator Nevprrcer. And for the State of Washington ? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I have $1,855. 

Senator Neupercer. For 1953? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, I have $1,971. 

Mr. Hecxenvorn. I am sorry, I looked at the wrong column of 
figures. For 1953 it was $1,971 

Senator Neupercer. For 1954 what do you have for the Nation ? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I have $1.83 

Senator Nevsercer. What do you have for the State of Washington 
for 1954? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I have $1,961. 

Senator Neusercer. What do you have for 1955 ? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. For the United States, $1,866. 

Senator Neusercer. I have $1,846. What do you have for the State 
of Washington ? 

Mr. Heckenporn. $1,990. 

Senator Neupercer. For 1956? 

Mr. Hecxenporn. For the United States, I have $1,961. For the 
State of Washington I have $2,047. 

Senator Neupercer. The percentage increase for that 5-year period 
is 12.3 percent and that is nationally, and 5.8 percent in the State of 
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Washington. I will show you the figures there that were provided 
by the Office of Business Economics of the Department of Commerce. 
There is a slight discrepancy. I tell you, if you want to provide us at 
this point with the figures that you have for the Nation and for the 
State of Washington for that period, we will be glad to include them, 
and then they can be checked against each other and accurate figures 
obtained from the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Hecxenvorn. It may be that you are complaining of the fact 
that we are not getting ahead of the rest of the Nation as fast as we 
were. If that is true, that, of course, is one integral step removed. 
I feel as long as we can keep ahead of the Nation, it speaks pretty 
well for our economy. I don’t feel that we can always keep getting 
ahead of the Nation faster, and if that is what you are suggesting, to 
go up in a geometric curve economically- 

Senator Neupercer. We are not. We are falling behind the rest 
of the Nation. 

Mr. Heckenporn. Only in respect to getting ahead, but if you are 
just able to get ahead all the time, and I suggest that one approach 
to doing this would be to do something to try to stop inflation 

Senator Neusercer. I again want to show you why I am disturbed 
about these figures, and it is amazing to me that you, as a representative 
of the chamber of commerce, are not concerned if the Nation is in- 
creasing in per capita incomes far more than the State or region. 

Mr. Heckenporn. Looking at the State of Washington, we are 
continuing to keep well ahead of the average increase in the United 
States. 

Senator Neusercer. Of the average increase? I don’t think you 
are. 

Mr. Heckenporn. We are keeping ahead of the increase. 

Senator Neusercer. I don’t think so, but we won’t have an economic 
seminar here. 

Mr. Mapes. The average increase was 13.9 percent and the Wash- 
ington figure would be 7.2 percent, using Mr. Heckendorn’s figures. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I think your complaint is that we are not getting 
ahead faster. , 

Senator Neusercer. You are not keeping ahead of the increase 
when the national increase is 13 percent and yours is 7 percent. The 
increase in your State was not as great as the increase in living costs. 

Mr. Hreckenporn. Now that introduces entirely a new factor in this 
discussion. You are confusing the issue, if I may respectfully say 
so. We are above the average income of the Nation, the national 
per capita average, and Washington has continued to increase more 
than the national average. 

In 1940 our income increased 11 percent more than the national 
average, in 1950 it was 12 percent more than the national average. 

Senator Neupercer. I trust your words are on the record, and I 
trust that the reporter has enough to have them on the record, and 
what we will do is address an inquiry to the Office of Business Eco- 
nomics of the Department of Commerce, and ask them to give us 
average per capita incomes from 1950 until the present time, which 
would mean the latest available figures, and we will ask them for 
the percentage increases in each of the Pacific Northwest States, 
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and for the United States as a whole. Their reply will indicate 
whether you are accurate or not, 

Mr. Hecxenporn. All right, and it will show that what you are 
complaining about is that we are not keeping ahead of the national 

res. 

ee Nevusercer. It clearly indicates that we are not having 
as fast an increase as the Nation as a whole in per capita incomes 
in a time of inflation. Don’t you see the point? Surely, we started 
a few years ago with a higher average per capita income than the 
Nation as a whole; there is no question about that. We have had 
higher living standards and a better way of life, but in the past 5 
or 6 years the Nation as a whole, in this period of inflation, has had a 
far greater percentage increase than our State, which means that the 

ople in our State have not been able to keep pace with the Nation 
in their incomes. 

Mr. Hecxenporn. I don’t believe we are in agreement in that re- 
gard, or with that statement. 

Do you wish me to leave these figures ? 

Senator Neuspercer. We will put the figures in the record, and we 
will obtain accurate figures from the Department of Commerce. 

(The figures referred to are as follows :) 








National 














| | 
Year Oregon | Washing- Idaho | Montana 

| ton 
aS aah che ncunsnadtnuss $1, 602 | $1, 671 $1, 279 $1, 606 $1, 491 
St eng Nabein tina adihedeianransiseuiedine 1, 751 1,816 1, 446 1, 768 1, 649 
‘ 1, 824 1,912 1, 568 1, 780 1,727 
1,811 1,971 1, 487 1, 786 1, 788 
1, 764 1, 961 1, 484 1, 733 1,770 
1, 853 1, 990 1, 506 1, 844 1, 866 
1, 934 2, 047 1, 616 1, 871 1, 961 
1,914 | 2, 128 1, 630 1, 896 2, 027 
27.5 18.0 35.9 


1 Revised August 1958. 
Source: Office of Business Economics, Department of Commerce. 
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Per capita personal income, Pacific Northwest and the United States, 1940-57 * 


























Pacific Washington Oregon Idaho United 
Northwest States 
$619 2 $623 $464 $595 
1, 596 1, 671 1, 602 1, 279 1,491 
1, 746 1, 816 1, 751 1, 446 1, 649 
1, 838 1,912 1, 824 1, 568 1, 727 
1, 855 1, 971 1, 811 1, 487 1, 788 
1, 834 1, 961 1, 764 1,484 1,770 
1, 883 1, 990 1, 853 1, 506 1, 866 
1956... 1, 955 2, 047 1, 934 1, 616 1, 961 
1957... -- A 1, 991 2, 128 1,914 1, 630 2, 027 
PERCENT DIFFERENCE FROM U.S. AVERAGE, BY YEAR 
j 
ND ost ci-peesccckst os eaa~sts +4 +11 +5 
1950... - ee ak seater +7 +12 +7 
MN arsbxi S22. dacice ; +6 +10 +6 
OE A +6 +11 +6 
1953... . +4 +10 +1 
1ORMs . soc. ae + +4 +11 +0 
1955... Ee +1 +7 -1 
NE oc su Linest ei ail +0 44 -1 
1957_. . Sd —2 +5 —6 
PERCENT CHANGE FROM 1950, BY STATE 
Se aotesaiee | —61 | —60 —61 —64 —60 
NO, sok ccicseas---~ ~~ 2 pngeabudcssetes sci pabeadbs csaet ds ib cL dsOReL ing he be 
1961.............-.------------02--| +9 +9 49 +13 +11 
ROOD Shi ds eedes A Laeesdddaul +15 +14 +14 +23 +16 
1953... +16 | +18 +13 +16 +20 
1954. . a oaatl +15 +17 +10 +27 +19 
Rs Lice 5d +18 +19 | +16 +18 +25 
1956 - 22 +23 +21 | +26 +32 
1957. | +25 +27 | +19 | 27 | +36 
| } 
PERCENT CHANGE PER CAPITA INCOME 
WDE ods ayctviccee oeny ql 8 | +11 +5 | 44 +17 














1 Based on population estimates of U.S. Department of Commerce; available upon request. 
Souree: U.S. Department of Commerce. 


Mr. Hecxenporn. We want to thank you for the opportunity to 
appear before you, Senator. 

Senator Nreupercer. Many of the suggestions we are receiving are 
going to be embodied in this bill. One reason we have asked exhaustive 
questions is to get the best information possible from the grassroots. 

Thank you, Mr. Heckendorn. 

I think at this time we will take a recess until 2 o’clock this after- 
noon, if that is all right with all concerned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Neusercer. This subcommittee will please come to order. 
The first witness is Mr. Don Follet, president of the Western States 
Council. 
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STATEMENT OF DON FOLLET, PRESIDENT, WESTERN STATES 
COUNCIL 


Mr. Fouter. Thank you, Senator Neuberger. First, in my other 
capacity as vice president and general manager of the Seattle Cham- 
ber of Commerce, I want to express appreciation for the fact that these 
hearings are being held in the Northwest, and more specifically thank 
you because you chose Seattle as one of the chosen cities. 

My only purpose in appearing is to request on behalf of the West- 
ern States Council, and on behalf of the chambers of commerce of the 
11 and soon to be 12 Western States, is that we'd like, as we have in 
the past, to submit a report to you and it is our hope that the record ap- 
pearing here will remain open for a sufficient period of time to get 
our report to you. That is the only purpose of my appearance at 
this time. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Follet, thank you very much for your re- 
quest. The hearing record will remain open until shortly after the 
first of next year, and I suggest that you send the statement to Mr. 
Sneed at the Senate Public “Works C ommittee, room 412, Senate Of- 
fice Building, Washington, D.C., and we will be glad to have it printed 
in full in the record. 

The next witnesses are Mr. William Hoy and Mr. Waldon Wood- 
worth, representing the Associated General Contractors. 

Are they here? 

(No response. ) 

Well, I just wanted to note again that the hearing record will be 
kept open until early in January, and if somebody would inform Mr. 
Hoy and Mr. Woodworth that they had an opportunity to appear as 
requested, we will be glad to receive their statement in writing within 
the next month. 

The next witness is Mr. Donald H. Thompson, member of the South 
Kitsap Chamber of Commerce, Port Orchard, Wash. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD H. THOMPSON, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, SOUTH KITSAP CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Tuomrson. I am Donald H. Thompson, attorney from Port 
Orchard, Wash., and also the chairman of the legislative committee 
of the South Kitsap Chamber of Commerce. 

I wish to appreciate the opportunity also, Senator, to appear before 
your hearing, and for your holding the hearing here in Seattle. We 
have drafted a resolution, and two copies have been submitted to 
you. However, I do not wish to read the resolution at this time, and 
I would just like to make a statement, if that be permissible. 

Senator Neupercer. Certainly. 

Mr. Tuompson. The South Kitsap Chamber of Commerce is com- 
posed of small businessmen and farmers, mainly, and none of us are 
power experts, I should say, either on Federal power or non-Federal 
power, but we have read the bill and we would like to express our 
opinion. 

I should say at the outset that we are not experts. We have not 
exhaustively read the statistics and the background for the law. 
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This statement is based primarily and solely on the bill as it has 
been read. Now, this bill creates a five-man board to be appointed 
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate, or the 
Congress, I should say. 

Senator Neusercer. Of the Senate. 

Mr. Tompson. Of the Senate; thank you, Senator. Now, under 
the bill, three members of the Board constitute a quorum, so L have 
not réad the Seattle Post Intelligencer editorial, but it would seem to 
me that in effect three men could carry on the functions of the Cor- 
poration, and as a matter of fact, the bill says that two of the three 
could carry on, because it says a majority of those present can carry 
on the functions of the Board of Directors. 

Now the Board, in our opinion, is too far removed from the people. 
It is true it is required to meet, under the bill, annually, in each of 
the States, but it is not in any way required to poll the majority of 
the persons in the various States. There is no provision for removal 
of the Directors. These Directors are not elective, as was pointed out, 
and to say that other Federal agents in other administrative agencies 
can’t be removed is no reason for saying that it is justified im this 
case. 

Now the Board of Directors, as I understand it, under the bill 
would be merely an advisory board to advise and assist-the General 
Manager. 

Now the General Manager is also appointed by the President, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, and he does not have to be a 
resident of any of the States in the Columbia Valley. Now it appears 
to me that the General Manager would be in a form a dictator of the 
whole Corporation, with the Board of Directors merely acting in an 
advisory capacity. 

Now, also set up in section 3(c) of the act is an Advisory Council 
which consists of, I heard before, 76 members, 40 members at large, 
and these 40 members appointed by the Board of Directors. 

Now the only standard in appointing these members of the Advisory 
Council is that the members at large should be chosen from the States 
concerned. The Board should endeavor to obtain representation of the 
diverse interests and geographical areas of the corporation. We have 
no guarantee, in other words, these 40 members at large could be mere 
parrots of the Board of Directors. ‘True, this Advisory Council also 
acts only in just what it says, an advisory capacity, but we feel that the 
people of the four States should have some say as to who is going 
to be on the Advisory Council. 

Senator NEUBERGER. How would you have them have that say ¢ 

Mr. Trromeson. I think it might be better to leave out the 40 mem- 
bers at large. One appointed by each Senator, one by each Member of 
the House of Representatives, one appointed by each Governor, and 
thereby you are going to get a better representation of the people. 

With the existing setup, you can have the majority appointed by 
the Board of Directors, and this majority could, of course, dictate the 
whole policy of the Advisory Council. 

Now under section 4(a), I have heard the testimony this morning, 
although I have not seen anything in writing on it, the Corporation 
can control real and personal property. Now it appears to be quite 
broad, and it appears that it could go forward and condemn private 








890 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


utilities and non-Federal utilities. Now if it had the power to do this, 
the people of our country, especially, are going to be in a bad tax situa- 
tion. 

Presently, in Kitsap County, which is where Port Orchard is lo- 
cated, approximately one-third of the county already belongs to the 
Federal Disernnteeh If the Federal Corporation takes over Puget 
Sound Power & Light, I am not sure that it can, but it appears to me 
that it can, under the existing bill, the tax burden would become just 
that much greater on the property owners in Kitsap County, and cer- 
tainly we have a very heavy tax bustlen with one-third of the county 
presently owned by the Federal Government, and we wonder if the 
savings in the rates which a Federal corporation could obtain because 
of lower power rates and being tax exempt would justify the raise in 
the taxes for the private individual. 

Now our chamber wonders whether there is a need for a Federal 
corporation. As I said before, I don’t have the facts and figures before 
me, and that is the reason I have come with an open mind in that re- 
gard. We oppose removal of government from the local level to the 
Federal level unless there is a strict necessity. Those powers which are 
not vested in the Congress should remain in the individual States. 
Now we wonder if it is necessary. Can’t we have comprehensive de- 
velopment with the Columbia Valley with the partnership program as 
we are now doing? It seems to me that they are progressing satisfac- 
torily now. Maybe they won’t be able to go into atomic production, but 
it seems to me they probably could do that with the consent of the Con- 
gress and the Atomic Energy Commission, and whoever else might be 
concerned. 

Now we have talked about, in earlier testimony this morning, the 
rising cost of living, and Washington and Oregon and the Pacific 
Northwest not keeping pace with the rest of the United States in infla- 
tion, and there has been some indication that this may be because we 
are lagging in power. 

Well, I would like to point out, and I think you already know, per- 
haps, the reason industry does not come to the Pacific Northwest, is be- 
cause of a lack of raw materials, lack of good transportation, and per- 
haps because of the tax structure, although you say, and this is quite 
true, that Oregon has a completely different tax structure than Wash- 
ington. Now you can discount that argument. We think that raw 
materials and transportation are probably the biggest reason that in- 
dustry does not locate in the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator Neusercer. Why did the aluminum plants and the Atomic 
Energy plant at Hanford locate in the State of Washington? 

Mr. Tuomeson. Because of cheap water power. 

Senator Neusercer. We want to make this bill as democratic as pos- 
sible, with a small “d”, so it will be responsive to the people. You 
said that you thought the Corporation should follow a majority of the 
wishes of the people in the various States. How could any Govern- 
ment agency know they were following the wishes of the majority of 
the persons in the States at any given time? 

Mr. Tompson. I think they could be more subject to the control 
of the existing government in the States. It seems to me in this exist- 
ing bill, once the Federal Corporation is set up, it is going to be quite 
hard to remove any of the Federal Board of Directors or the General 
Manager. There is no provision for removal. 
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Senator Neusercer. Do you know of provisions for removing any of 
the Federal officials in any of the existing Federal agencies that op- 
erate in the State of Washington? Do you have any control over 
them ¢ 

Mr. THomeson. We have control of them through Congress. | It is 
my understanding under the bill, Senator, that this Corporation would 
be self-sustaining, so to speak; they wouldn’t have to rely upon Con- 
gress for appropriations. 

Senator Neusercer. That is one of the main purposes of it, the avail- 
ability of financing. The Congress would have to appove the budget, 
and the Senate would have to confirm every one of the appointees. 

Mr, THomrson. That. is true, but once they are in office, it appears 
to me it is going to be very hard to get one of them out. 

Senator Neusercer. Supose you didn’t like a Federal official operat- 
ing in the State of Washington now, an Army officer, for instance, or 
the Collector of Internal Revenue, or the U.S. attorney for the State 
of Washington, how would you get rid of him ¢ 

Mr. THompson. Well, as I said before, you'd have to work through 
administrative procedures, 

Senator Neusercer. How would you get rid of him, what would you 
do? How would you get rid of the U.S. attorney for the State of 
Washington if you thought that he should be gotten rid of ¢ 

Mr. Tuompson. I imagine that would take an action with the ex- 
ecutive department of the United States. 

Senator Nrusercer. We want some suggestions and information as 
to how this bill can be improved, but the thing that puzzles me is that 
often you raise what I think are objections that could apply to Govern- 
ment as such. I don’t believe anybody in the State of Weenmgton 
wants anarchy, and yet you get that impression coming here. You 
can’t get rid of Government officials you don’t like. A state policeman 
may flag you down and you may not like him; a city policeman, when 
you are jaywalking or going too fast may give you a ticket; the U.S. 
attorney for the State may bring an indictment against you; an FBI 
agent may come to your door and investigate you; you can’t get rid of 
these people. 

Mr. THompson. That is the point we are trying to make. This is 
just putting up another form of regulation. 

Senator Neusercer. If your objection was to government as such, I 
could understand that. 

Mr. Tuomrson. No; the objection is to creating a Federal organiza- 
tion when probably the existing setup is satisfactory. 

Senator Neusercer. That is a bit different, but when you say you 
can’t get rid of these people, that has been said three or four times 
today, and I wonder how you people in the State of Washington get 
rid of any Federal officials you don’t like—I am sure you don’t assas- 
sinate them; what do you do? There are hundreds of hundreds of 
officials operating at various levels of the government, and I just 
wonder if there is a great demand in the State of Washington that they 
be gotten rid of. 

Mr. Tuompson. There may be a problem arise where we would want 
to express our opinion through the board of directors and the general 
manager, and perhaps if the majority of the people don’t go along with 
their mandate, which is quite possible, they could put something over 
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on us, this Corporation, and the people would have no power whatso- 
ever todoanything about it. : 

Senator Neugercer. I am a U.S. Senator from a State, and I hon- 
estly don’t know from one moment to the next what the majority of 
the people do think, what their views are. One person with a little 
money may get together a few hundred telegrams, and he may be 
clearly inconsistent with the public opinion. We had legislation be- 
fore this committee dealing with signboards. I was flooded with 
letters from people urging me not to press my bill to regulate sign- 
boards, but I actually felt that a majority of the people in my State 
by an overwhelming margin wanted that bill. How does a person 
know, whether he is a Senator or a regional corporation, or in the U.S. 
attorney’s office, how does he know what the majority of the people 
think of any particular issue ? 

Mr. Tuompson. You know at the next election. That doesn’t justify 
in my opinion creating another Federal corporation with more Federal 
officers unless strictly necessary. 

Senator Nevusercer. Do you mean, then, that the local collector of 
internal revenue should make a downward assessment on everybody ? 
We all want lower taxes, but we appreciate that we have to pay taxes 
to get it. 

We appreciate your testimony very much, and if you have any way 
of getting an index as to the popular will, we will be glad to have it. 

The next witness is Mr. Dean Barline, director of utilities, Tacoma, 


Wash. 


STATEMENT OF DEAN BARLINE, DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES, ON 
BEHALF OF THE LIGHT DIVISION OF THE CITY OF TACOMA, 
WASH, 


Mr. Barrtane. The city of Tacoma owns and operates one of the 
oldest publicly owned electric utilities in the United States having 
started operations in 1893. It serves the second largest metropolitan 
area in the State of Washington with a service area having a popula- 
tion of over 200,000 people. Tacoma City Light has over 63,000 
services which includes a substantial number of large industrial 
customers. 

Although Tacoma City Light owns four hydroelectric and’ two 
thermal electric generating plants with a total installed capacity of 
297,000 kilowatts, it was still necessary to purchase about 80 percent 
of its power supply from the Bonneville Power Administration during 
the past year. 

At the hearings before this committee in Washington, D.C. last 
May, Tacoma endorsed S. 3114 in principle. We feel that it is very 
important that appropriate amendments be made to the Bonneville 
Act to permit its revenues to be segregated from other Federal funds 
and to improve its methods of financing. 

Revenues of other utilities, both publicly and privately owned, can 
be used by those utilities to pay their operating and maintenance 
costs and to pay for additions to their systems either from surplus 
or from revenue-bond financing. It is believed that it would be in 
the best interests of the Bonneville Power Administration and its 
customers if provisions were made that its revenues could be used 
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for these purposes without the necessity of annual congressional 
appropriations. 

t was basically for this reason that Tacoma endorsed S. 3114 “in 
principle” at the last hearing and wishes to renew its endorsement of 
the bill “in principle” at this time. 

Unfortunately, copies of the committee print did not reach us until 
November 26, 1958, which has not permitted our engineering staff 
and legal staff sufficient opportunity to properly study the proposed 
bill. 

A preliminary review of the bill has raised a question on two sections 
which, in our opinion, should be corrected. 

Section 4(a), page 15, lines 15 to 21, would give to the Corporation 
authority to condemn property including “electric transmission lines, 
substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto.” It 
is felt that this authority if placed in a board, not controlled by 
Congress, could in improper hands be used to the detriment of local 
public utilities. 

Such power could prevent these utilities from fulfilling their re- 
opéntililiey for the development of power supplies and lead to Federal 
monopoly in the field of power generation and transmission, 

New provisions have been added to the bill on pages 24 and 25, 
lines 22 to 25, and lines 1 to 9. It is felt that this approach is a first 
step toward the undermining of the public preference clauses which 
have been a basic and fundamental part of the Bonneville Act and 
other acts providing for the disposition of federally generated electric 
power. We are opposed to any legislation which would adversely 
affect the public preference provisions as now embodied in the act. 

It would be appreciated if we could withhold further comment until 
we have had an opportunity to properly evaluate all of the provisions 
of this proposed legislation. It should be emphasized that the sug- 
gestions we have made are intended to be of a constructive nature 
and that as previously stated, the Bonneville Power Administration 
should be given greater elasticity and control in the use of its 
revenues. We, in company with other utilities in the area, are proud 
of the record which we have made in meeting our responsibilities and 
feel that great care should be exercised in adopting new legislation to 
insure that we will not be hampered in meeting this responsibility. 

We are hopeful that appropriate changes will be adopted which 
will eliminate seemingly undue restrictions and will permit the Fed- 
eral Government to cooperate and work with us even more closely than 
it has in the past. 

I'd like to say, Seantor, with reference to the first objection that we 
made, it is recognized that this condemnation authority is included in 
the present Bonneville Act as it is now written, however any major 
condemnation that would be carried on by the Administration would 
have to be by the approval of Congress through budgetary approval 
or allocation, which we have felt in the past would give us a safeguard 
against undue use of that authority. I think Mr. Billington also re- 
ferred to it and gave you some suggestive language. I heard it and 
felt that it would be acceptable and would answer the problem that 
we had. 

Senator Nevpercer. This suggestion which Mr. Billington made 
and you endorse is going to be taken under advisement. I can’t make 
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any promises, but I do think the suggestion is important, and I am 
cere that you have endorsed Mr, Billington’s earlier recommen- 
ation. 

I want to explain one thing to you with respect to the suggested 
addition to the preference clause. I realize fully how important the 
preference clause is to a municipal system such as Tacoma. I want to 
add this explanation, however. I have always looked on the 
preference clause as an antimonopoly clause. I think that was the 
intention of the people who supported it, like Senator Bone and Sen- 
ator MeNary, and an antimonopoly clause was suggested to keep any 
one economic group, such as private utilities, from monopolizing 
power generated at Federal dams. I also feel that it has a function of 
preventing geographic monopolization as well as economic monopoli- 
zation, and that is the reason we have included the provision: “that 
there shall be no unreasonable geographic concentration of the power 
sold: by the Corporation.” I just wanted you to understand that I 
feel that it is merely an extension of the purpose of preventing eco- 
nomic monopolization. Just so do we seek to prevent geographic 
monopolization. I believe a Jarge amount of the reason behind the 
preference clause is that public funds will be used for the development 
of resources, and that the benefit of public funds should not be gomg 
to private individuals, but should be used for the public. I feel there 
should be no need for congressional action if the Corporation, as 
proposed, fulfills the utilities responsibility for an adequate power 
supply, as is indicated in the bill. If that is the case, we won’t have 
any need for that, and there will always be ample power so that no 
one area would have an undue amount to the disadvantage of another. 
Personally, I don’t feel any one area should have that. I believe it 
would be disastrous to the unified development of the Columbia River 
system if power from the system were to be concentrated to too great 
a degree in any State or any one locality or any one location within a 
State. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Barline? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Neusercer. Thank yousomuch. We appreciate your com- 
ing here today. 

The next witness is Mr. John A. Zobrist. 

Is Mr. Zobrist here ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. ZOBRIST, EVERETT, WASH. 


Mr. Zoprisr. My name is John A. Zobrist. I am a resident of 
Everett, Wash. 

I am here as an individual believing in free enterprise for the Ameri- 
can consuming public, and I feel that this measure, this so-called Fed- 
eral Frankenstein that the “P.I.” calls it, should be endorsed and pro- 
moted by every good supporter of the free enterprise system, of and by 
the people of America. By free enterprise, I mean any and all activi- 
ties engaged in individually or cooperatively by the American public. 
Now free enterprise has been the pet project of exploitation by big 
business which has been foisted too long and too often on the defense- 
less Americans, the grassroots Americans which I am proud to be 
one of. 
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Yes, I prefer Government-run monpoly over and above the State- 
supervised private monopolies which we now have. We also are pay- 
ing $29 billion; we Americans are paying $29 billion a year for utili- 
ties, telephone, gas, lights and power. Now this is $16 billion more 
than all of the services rendered to us by the 48 States, so we matched 
educational dollars with utility dollars, that is around $30 billion, 
and if we match educational dollars with military dollars, some $40 
billion to $45 billion, we'd have the best educational and researeh fa- 
cilities for the future welfare of all Americans, and education, I be- 
heve, is the best means of promoting our first and foremost resource, 
the American public. 

The second natural resource is energy, or material that we make a 
living on, and this bill being a part of the energy program is very 
important to me and to every American, and on the subsidies, we are 
often misled. We hear a lot about agricultural subsidies. About $1 
billion has been given to agriculture subsidies while big business has 
been given $45 billion over the past 20 years, and I feel that the only 
ones that are against this bill are the greedy ones that think that their 
piece of pie is going to be a bit smaller than the next fellow’s, and 
therefore they are against this Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Zobrist. 

As I told Miss Cullin a bit earlier, we are always pleased to have 
individual citizens come here and represent themselves at the grass- 
roots. 

The next witness is Mr. Cecil Clark, president of the Washington 
State Reclamation Association. 


STATEMENT OF CECIL CLARK, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON STATE 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cuark. Senator Neuberger, gentlemen of the committee, here 
ae some copies ; if desired, I have more here. 

I do appreciate having the opportunity to come here and present 
the views of the W ashington State Reclamation Association, and I 
will read the statement I have prepared. I may interject a little from 
time to time. 

My name is Cecil C. Clark. I reside at Route 2, Wapata, Wash. I 
was born and raised on a farm in the Yakima V alley and presently 
own 200 acres of orchard there. I am a director in Washington 
Canners Cooperative, with canneries in Vancouver and Yakima, Wash. 
I have been quite active in many civic and horticultural betterment 
programs and am a member of the Washington State Legislature. At 
this hearing, I represent the Washington State Reclamation Asso- 
ciation as its president. This group has a membership of 140 persons, 
who represent all segments of reclamation and irrigation agr iculture, 
and is considered to be the collective voice of this part of our economy. 

Irrigation adds $269 million annually to our Northwest economy 
and several times that amount by its stimulation of all other business 
activities. This is produced on 2,500,000 acres of irrigated lands in 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and western Montana. These are Bureau 
of Reclamation figures for 1956. To these can be added probably 25 
percent for projects in which the Bureau is not involved. In these 
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facilities for-storage.of water.and its distribution, farmers have some 
$500 million invested, all of which they have repaid in full or are 
obligated to pay to the Government. We have established tried and 
proven contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation for proper and 
fair distribution of this water to over 250 irrigation districts. Our 
water rights, while somewhat complicated with storage rights and 
other priority rights, have been adjudicated so that we have a system 
that consistently furnishes adequate water without interarea friction. 
With this Federal Corporation, the Bureau could be eliminated from 
its valued distribution service entirely. It provides only for the 
building of dams by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Much of the economy of the Northwest depends on this irrigated 
agriculture and much of the area would revert to desert with ghost 
towns, without irrigation. It is imperative that nothing of any kind 
or character cast any shadow on either water rights or distribution 
facilities. The effect of this agricultural production goes far beyond 
the areas irrigated. Our larger cities derive a goodly portion of their 
business activities directly from our production or indirectly from 
its stimulation. 

The Washington State Reclamation Association at its regular an- 
nual meeting on October 10, 1958, passed the following resolution: 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger, of 
Oregon, and others, a bill, S. 3114, entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation”; and 

Whereas this bill proposes to set up a corporation in the Northwest with far- 
reaching powers for the construction, operation, and development of water 
resource projects in the Columbia River; and 

Whereas almost half of existing hydroelectric potential of the Columbia River 
system has already been developed or is under development by existing agencies, 
Federal, State, and local, and by nongovernmental groups, and such existing 
agencies have fully proved their competen¢e to continue such development; and 

Whereas the long-range problems of future water resource development in 
the Northwest are those involving consumptive uses of water, rather than 
hydroelectric generation; and 

Whereas 8S. 3114 is another in a series of legislative proposals which threaten 
our rights, including water rights, and would jeopardize proper planning for the 
long-range problems of water resource development ; and 

Whereas the Washington State Reclamation Association has repeatedly gone 
on record as opposing any and all types of valley authorities and opposes turning 
control of water resources over to any powerful Federal agency: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Washington State Reclamation Association, at its annual 
meeting in Yakima, Wash., on October 10, 1958, is unalterably opposed to S. 
3114 or any similarly proposed legislation and urges the Washington congres- 
sional delegation to work aggressively for its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works and to the members of the Washington dele- 
gation in Congress ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be presented to the National Reclama- 
tion Association at its annual convention in Houston, Tex. 


Some of the pronouncements of this resolution are somewhat nulli- 
fied by the revised committee print of November 21, 1958, but the res- 
olution condemns the whole authority or Federal corporation idea. 
Let me repeat certain excerpts: 

The Washington State Reclamation Association has repeatedly gone on record 
as Opposing any and all types of valley authorities— 
and— 


The Washington State Reclamation Association * * * is unalterably opposed 
to S. 3114 or any similarly proposed legislation. 
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These quotes definitely tie this resolution to the committee print and 
clearly express our opposition to it. 

Senator Nevpercer. I notice that you have quite a few inclusions 
that are quotations in your testimony, and I have made a policy in the 
interest of time of asking others to omit that, and they will appear 
in the record in full. 

Mr. Cuarx. It is our belief that no such bill can be written that 
will give the people of such an area, as the highly developed North- 
west, the proper safeguards or voice in their “business. We believe 
to centralize such a Federal corporation authority in the President 
of the United States carries us too far on the road to one-man rule 
or dictatorship. We believe the broad powers granted in this pro- 
posed legislation, although specifically exempting reclamation and ir- 
rigation, will, through complicated back-door authority approaches, 
be a threat to our present irrigation and/or its distribution and most 
certainly would exert strong influence on future reclamation efforts. 

Page 28, subsection (c) of the committee print draft endeavors to 
rotect States’ rights in water matters. This is rendered meaningless 
i such judicial “decisions as the Pelton vase, thereby resulting in 
complete domination by Federal corporation or agency with the broad 
powers of this legislation. 

We believe that no board of five men, answerable only to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, three of which can function in all matters 
of this Federal Corporation, and two of which, as a majority of a 
quorum of three, can control, is not a democratic process and could 
definitely be a threat to our type of water use. We wish to again 
point out that a great share of our Northwest economy is due to direct 
and indirect benefits from the irrigation use of water; that our rights 
have been well-established and distribution efficiently and satisfac- 
torily managed; and that any Federal corporation, under only the 
direction of the President, moving into any sphere of water manage- 
ment would be a definite thre: at to our irrigation agriculture and ‘its 

resultant enormous general economy. 

While two or three men, answerable only to the President, would 
have broad powers over the waters of the Northwest, the actual man- 
oqcunent would be in the hands of a single general manager, selected 

by the President and holding that job only ‘at the President's discre- 

tion and over whom the Board would have only advisory power. 
This would further compound the un-American dictatorial procedure 
and make the risk to our irrigation use of water even greater. 

While our vested rights may be protected by this proposal, yet the 
Board power of condemnation granted to everything connected with 
power, save thermal and nuclear power developments, could easily 
hamstring the eflicient use of those rights. We fear such condemna- 
tion because it is the quick-action kind, wherein the owner can be dis- 
possessed immediately without redress i in court. His only recourse 
is to sue later, if the terms, which are at the discretion of the Board, 
or the General Manager, do not seem proper. You can’t irrigate farms 
on years of litigation. The effect would be that we would have to 
knuckle down to the dictates of the Manager or of the Board. 

Through the broad powers of possession or regulation we see grave 
dangers to public and private utilities, including irrigation districts. 
While the present governmental climate is quite favorable to public 
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power development, which has made such a tremendous contribution 
to our power development, subsequent Presidents might have an ad- 
verse philosophy as regards public power. Under such conditions, 
local public power setups could be seriously hampered and/or lose 
local ownership or control completely. The Washington State Recla- 
mation Association would not want to see either private or public 
power facilities and operation impaired or interfered with. 

We believe fiscal operation of the proposed Federal Corporation to 
be too far removed from Congress and the people. This is better ex- 
pressed by the Comptroller General, Joseph Campbell, in a letter ad- 
dressed to the Senate Public Works Committee, dated March 18, 1958, 
and which, according to a news item in the Seattle Post Intelligencer 
of December 3, was withheld from the public for 9 months. We quote 
the Comptroller General, in part, as reported in that news item: 

We generally have opposed the creation of new Government corporations un- 
less for the most compelling reasons, because corporate entities for the most 
part are free from the normal safeguards set up by Congress to maintain ade- 
quate control over the conduct of the public business and the expenditure of 
public funds. 

Broad powers are usually vested in the Board of Directors to take action 
without regard to laws generally applicable to Government departments and 
agencies, and the expenditures of corporations, although subject to audit, are 
not subject to disallowance by the General Accounting Office. 


The article also says he— 


declared a Columbia River Development Corporation is not only unnecessary but 
contrary to sound public policy— 

We believe the complete letter should be made available to the public 
and herewith request that a copy be sent to this association. 

Again, we feel that no one man, as General Manager charged with 
the management, or two or three, or even all five of the Board, an- 
swerable only to one man—our Chief Executive—can be trusted with 
the administration of the lifeblood or our economy: namely our water. 

We have consistently approved the “basin compact” idea as the 
proper coordinating agency, where the local citizens would retain con- 
trol. It is regrettable that the ratifying of this organization seems to 
lag and I herewith pledge the aggressive action of this association in 
an endeavor to hurry along the concluding of a proper compact agree- 
ment. 

Included in this statement is the resolution of the National Recla- 
mation Association, passed at its annual meeting in Houston, Tex., 
in November 1958. 

(Resolution 4: Federal Corporations and Valley Authorities in- 
cluded at p. 750.) 

Mr. Crark. The Corporation’s directors must have the same theory 
as the bill or they couldn't be elected or appointed, rather. We wish 
to again point out that a majority of our Northwest economy is due to 
direct and indirect benefits from the irrigation use of water, that our 
rights have been well established and distributed and efficiently man- 
a and that any Federal corporation under only the direction of 
the President appointing a minister of water management would be 
a definite threat to our national agriculture and its result upon the 
general economy. 

We have consistently approved the basin compact idea as the proper 
coordinating agency, where the local citizens would retain control. It 
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is regrettable that the ratifying of this organization seems to lag and 
I herewith pledge the aggressive action of this association in an 
endeavor to hurry along the concluding of a proper compact agreement. 

Included in this statement is the resolution of the National Recla- 
mation Association, passed at its annual meeting in Houston, Tex., in 
November 1958. 

In conclusion, the Washington State Reclamation Association is 
opposed to any such centralization of authority as S. 3114 or the 
revised Federal Corporation would grant. We regret that time be- 
tween the availability of the committee print and this hearing does 
not allow us more time to properly consider the detailed aspects and 
impacts of this measure so as to cover them more fully here. We 
respectfully request that we be granted an extension of this presenta- 
tion after such time as this or similar legislation may be introduced in 
Congress. 

We believe physical operation of the proposed Federal Corporation 
to be too far removed from the people. This is expressed in a letter 
addressed to the Senate Public Works Committee dated March 1, 1958, 
and which, according to a news item in the Seattle Post Intelligencer 
of December 3, was withheld from the public for 9 months. Id like 
to quote from that. 

Senator Nreupercer. They will appear in the record, but if you 
would like, go ahead and quote. 

Mr. Ciark. We generally have opposed the creation of new Gov- 
ernment corporations unless for the most excellent reasons, because 
corporate entities are for the most free from the normal safeguards 
set up to give the people adequate control over the construction of 
public utilities and the expenditure of public funds, and the expendi- 
tures of corporations, although subject to audit, are not subject to 
disallowance by the General Accounting Office, and I would like to 
point out that we have had quite a little discussion here about should 
we fear a corporation any more than we should fear the Secretary of 
the Interior or some other official, and I’d like to point out that we 
are talking about two different animals entirely, biccens this Cor- 
poration would have bonding power and money to spend without any 
control of anybody, and most of us feel that we have got too much 
bureaucracy now without compounding this felony. 

I am a farmer under the Bureau of Reclamation, and we find that 
a lot of “tomfool” regulations are made by a bunch of men who never 
saw an irrigating rig or used one, and we get in the condition where 
this outfit could put it all in—to one group, with no control of any 
kind, no control by anybody in the area, answerable only to the Presi- 
dent, and I think that we in agriculture would be in a tough fix. 

I would also like to mention one other thing. Those lessons in eco- 
nomics this morning kind of fooled me. I assume your figures are 
right about the expansion of the rate in keeping up to the national 
figures by the State of Washington, but if you would like, I could 
supply 3 you with a very fine dissertation put out by one of the profes- 
sors at the Washington State College, which shows it isn’t the lack 
of power, the lack of distribution, or ‘the high rate for power that has 
been holding the country back for the last few years; we are just too 
far from market. I know fr uit, and I know about that, and we have 
to sell it at a loss because we are so far from the markets. 
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Senator Neupercer. Are we further from the markets than we used 
to be? 

Mr. Crarxk. I know what you are talking about. You are talking 
about lush war times and that is purely because there wasn’t somebody 
hammering at the ceiling. The last few years have become quite difli- 
cult in this area for farmers. 

Senator Neupercer. I am sure they have been quite difficult for 
farmers. Mrs. Neuberger’s family are farmers, and these have been 
very difficult times for them too. 

Mr. CrarKk. I do not have the figures before me, but there was a 
survey made of the reasons for financing industry in this area, and it 
might be interesting to know that power was about the 17th down the 
list; it was a rather minor factor in bringing industry to this area. 
Another thing, while I am on the subject, you brought out something 
this morning 

Senator Neuspercer. Mr. Clark, we have limited time; we have a 
list of witnesses, and I want to try to apportion the time as fairly as I 
can, but I do want to hear what you have to say if you have something 
important. 

Mr. Crark. You asked why, and nobody answered why, elected 
politicians in this State who do not think as people do— 

Senator Neurnercer. No, no. I didn’t ask that; I did not make such 
a statement. What I asked was this, a public opinion survey was pre 
sented in a letter which showed allegedly that the so-called partnership 
program was highly favored by the people. I asked, if this were so, 
why it was that at the polls people advocated defe at, of the p: artnership 
program and eliminated opponents of the partnership program. 

Mr. Cuark. I'd like to say that this State overwhelmingly returned 
the parties to power at the last session that passed a bill on referendum 
and it went down to defeat 8 to 1, so the people are not always voting 
for the man on what he does; they vote on personality and other things, 
so I do not think because we have a list of Senators from this area 
who are opposed to this partnership plan that the people are opposed 
to it. I have just a little more, and I am quoting from. the P.I.— 

Senator Neusercer. That won't be necessary, Mr. Clark, your state- 
ment will appear in full in the record. ; 

Thank you, Mr. Clark, the resolutions that you omitted from your 
statement will appear in full in your testimony. I notice in your 
testimony you spoke in favor of local public power development and 
local private utilities. How do you feel about Federal power ce- 
velopment / 

Mr. Cuiarx. A certain amount of Federal power development has 
been necessary, and may be necessary in the future. In fact, we have 
other Federal power development going on right now. 

Senator Neupercer. How do you feel about it ? 

Mr. Ciark. If you can’t get it done locally by local PU D’s, et cetera, 
if they have commitments that they can’t handle, then I think the 
Federal agencies should do it, and we have those : agencies already in 
the business. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you prefer local public ower and private 
companies to Federal development ? 

Mr. Cuark. Yes, certainly. The more you can keep it at the grass- 
roots the more I prefer it. 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Clark. 
Mr. Crark. I'd like to leave some other things with you. I am 
The Yakima chamber 


acting more or less as a messenger boy here. 
sent over some, I think, suggestions. 
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I am not going to read them. 


Senator Neusercer. We would be glad to have them appear in the 


hearing record. 


Mr. CiarKk. We had a resolution passed by the Washington State 
Horticultural Association yesterday, and I have two letters from ir- 
rigation districts that were mailed to me to give to you. 

Senator Nrusercer. They will appear in the hearing record. 

(Srarr Nore.—In accordance with Senator Neuberger’s subsequent 
request (see p. 907) the following information regarding Federal rec- 
lamation projects in the Pacific Northwest was obtained from the 


Bureau of Reclamation for insertion here :) 


Arnold 
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Burnt River 


Columbia Basin 
Crescent Lake Dam 
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Grants Pass 
Klamath 


Lewiston Orchards. - 
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Missoula Valley 


Ochoco 
Okanogan 
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Rathdrum Prairie 
Rogue River Basin 


Umatilla__._- 
Vale 
Yakima. .-.- 


Total_- 


1 Western Montana only. 
2 Calendar year, 1957. 

3 On June 30, 1958. 

4 Ultimate proposed development on Columbia Basin Project 1,029,000 acres. 
5 Prorated according to percent of project irrigable acres located in Oregon. 
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982 | 
053 | 


641 
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Data on Federal reclamation projects, Pacific Northwest 
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Summary of data on Federal reclamation projects, Pacific Northwest, by 


Oregon _. 


Washington _- 


Idaho_. 
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States? 


006, 


997 


“si, 


767 


40, 520, 


crops 2 


990 | 
543 | 
059 | 


175 | 
! Boise project included in Idaho total, Owyhee in Oregon, western Montana only. 


2 Calendar year, 1957. 
* On June 30, 1958. 
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(The material heretofore referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE YAKIMA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


The following statement of policy was adopted by the board of directors of the 
Yakima Chamber of Commerce on Monday, December 8, 1958, at which time they 
directed also that this statement be submitted at the hearing in Seattle on Tues- 
day, December 9, by Mr. Cecil Clark in behalf of the chamber: 

“The Yakima Chamber of Commerce believes that the control, development, 
and administration of water for beneficial uses should be under the jurisdiction 
of public and private corporations in the area involved, and that the creation of 
a Federal Authority, Federal Corporation, or Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration with wide powers over such resources, with no voice by local people or 
control by Congress, would jeopardize the full and multipurpose development of 
water resources.” 


WASHINGTON STATE HorTICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 54TH ANNUAL MEETING, YAKIMA, 
WASH., DECEMBER 1958, OpPpOosING PROPOSED COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 


“Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger, 
and others, a bill, S. 3114, entitled ‘To amend the Bonneville Project Act’ in order 
to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation ; and 

“Whereas hearings on the original bill were held, no report was made and Con- 
gress took no action, therefore Senator Neuberger has redrafted the bill to be 
introduced at this coming session ; and 

“Whereas this Corporation would be composed of a Board of five answerable 
only to the President of the United States, with no responsibility to either local 
residents nor to Congress ; and 

“Whereas three would constitute a quorum, a majority of which (two members) 
could act; and 

“‘Whereas the affairs of the Corporation would be administered by a General 
Manager, appointed by the President of the United States, and over which the 
above Board would have only advisory relationship; and 

“Whereas such broad powers of condemnation and regulation pose a threat 
to local management of public and private utilities, including irrigation districts ; 
and 

“Whereas our present methods of distribution of our waters would be endan- 
gered, including our agreements with the U.S. Reclamation Bureau; and 

“Whereas such a Federal Corporation with such broad centralized powers over 
all matters directly or indirectly related to power, could instigate procedures of 
water regulation not in the best interests of our irrigated agricultural economy 
and more specifically tree fruit growing; and 

“Whereas the Washington State Horticultural Association has a membership 
over 1,400, most of whom are fruit growers, which is a true and fair representa- 
tion of the great fruit industry of the State of Washington: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That the Washington State Horticultural Association at its annual 
convention in Yakima on this 8th day of December 1958, declare that such a 
Federal Corporation is not in the best interests of the general public and fruit 
growers in particular, and are unalterably opposed to such type of legislation; 
be it further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be presented at the Seattle hearing 
on the revised committee print of S. 3114, and that copies be sent to the appropriate 
committees in Congress when such legislation may be introduced and to all Wash- 
ington State Senators and Congressmen.” 

The above resolution was unanimously adopted at the 54th annual meeting of 
the Washington State Horticultural Association, held in Yakima, Wash., Decem- 
ber 8, 1958. 

A. C. Ricu, President. 
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Roza IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Sunnyside, Wash., December 8, 1958. 
Mr. Cecir C. CLARK, 
President, Washington State Reclamation Association, 
Wapato, Wash. 

Dear Mr. CLARK: We are advised that there will be a hearing held tomorrow 
on 8. 3114, as revised, and our district would like to have you convey to the chair- 
man our objections to the basic theory of the proposed law. The board of direc- 
tors of the Roza Irrigation District of Yakima and Benton Counties, Wash., 
objects to the bill for the following reasons : 

1. The development of the power resources is going forward at a proper rate 
under the supervision of the presently authorized agencies, both public and pri- 
vate. 

2. There is no apparent need for any additional or different supervision. 

3. It is not desirable that the supervision and control of the development of the 
Columbia River Basin resources be taken from the hands of the presently author- 
ized agencies and transferred to central control, thereby removing said control 
still further from the individual citizens and local governmental units. 

Yours very truly, 
Ross Morais, Secretary. 


SUNNYSIDE VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Sunnyside, Wash., December 8, 1958. 
Mr. Ceci C. CLARK, 
President, Washington State Reclamation Association, 
Wapato, Wash. 

Dear Mr. CLARK: We are informed that a hearing has been scheduled for 
December 9, on 8S. 3114, as revised. The board of control made up of seven 
irrigation districts served by the Sunnyside Canal, objects to the basic theory 
incorporated in this proposed law. Will you please present our objections to 
the chairman of this hearing when it convenes? 

We feel that the power resources are being developed at a good rate under 
the supervision of the agencies now in operation, including private as well as 
public agencies. 

We see no necessity for any new supervision. 

The development of the Columbia River Basin resources can best be served 
by those nearest and it would be a mistake to take it out of the hands of the 
present authorized agencies and transfer it to central control. 

We object to a superagency such as proposed in this bill, which would not be 
responsible to Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
Keita J. McDANIELS, Manager. 


Senator Neusercer. The next witness is Mr. Paul Coughlin, attor- 
ney at law, from Seattle. Mr. Coughlin, will you please come for- 
ward ¢ 


STATEMENT OF PAUL COUGHLIN, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Coventry. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen. I am an attorney prac- 
ticing here in Seattle, and I was asked to come here by Mr. Luke Gra- 
ham, who is the chairman of the Democratic State Central Committee 
in this State. 

That committee is the principal continuing official agency of the 
Democratic Party. I want to read some excerpts from the State 
Democratic platform adopted on July 12, 1958, at the Washington 
State Democratic Convention in Yakima. 

I might say briefly that this convention, as are all the Democratic 
State conventions in this State, is made up of about a thousand official 
delegates who are elected from various legislative areas by the people 
who are active in the Democratic Party, principally, of course, Demo- 
cratic precinct committeemen. 
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The way these platforms are made up, the resolutions are first 
adopted out in the legislative districts, being presented by individual 
members of the party at these meetings. If they are adopted in the 
various legislative districts, then they usually go, as they do in King 
County, to our party platform committee, which works them over 
and presents them to the county convention. In the event they are 
adopted there they go to the State convention, and from the various 
counties, and are presented for adoption there. 

There are just a few sentences which I think bear upon the issue 
here today. First is the general statement of philosophy : 

The continued growth and prosperity of the Pacific Northwest and the economic 
welfare of the Nation depend upon the comprehensive, orderly, and unified devel- 
opment of the land and water resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
to achieve the optimum potential of electric power, flood control, navigation, 
irrigation, recreation, and other public benefits. This is the principle of compre- 
hensive natural resource development which has long been a program of the 
Democratic Party and which we reaffirm. 

At another place, we reaffirm our endorsement of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries in accordance with the Corps of Engineers 
308 report, including construction of the Federal multipurpose dam 
at Hells Canyon, and at another place, we urge a vigorous regional 
flood-control program, and we assert that in the Pacific Northwest, 
flood control and power production go hand in hand. 

At another place, we reendorse the preference clause which provides 
that public agencies and REA cooperatives have priority to the use of 
publicly generated power. 

We deplore the Republican sabotage of the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration through liquidation of much of its excellent technical staff 
and the discontinuance of its long-range planning functions. We 
favor the strengthening of the Bonneville Power Administration by 
its reorganization as a public Corporation with authority to issue 
revenue bonds for building power facilities on a self-financing business 
basis. 

We commend Senators Magnuson and Jackson for their leadership 
in introducing the Regional Power Corporation bill as a means for 
improving the administration and financing of multiple-purpose dams 
and transmission lines in the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Coughlin. Are 
there any questions ? 

Mr. Mouton. I suppose I should make some remarks in view of the 
fact that none of the Republican Senators are here, but perhaps they 
will have a chance to review the record later on, or have a chance to 
make some statements in Washington when we have further hearings 
there. 

Senator Nreuspercer. Mr. Moulton, this is just a committee print; 
it may be different in certain aspects, and of course there will be other 
hearings held in Washington, D.C., as you are well aware. 

Is there a representative of the Washington State Farm Bureau 
here? 


STATEMENT OF GALEN C. WILEY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
WASHINGTON STATE FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Wier. Senator, I am Galen C. Wiley, executive secretary, 
Washington State Farm Bureau. 
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The Washington State Farm Bureau appreciates the opportunity 
to present to this committee the policy set by its membership of over 
4,000 farm families as it relates to the revised bill S. 3114 entitled 
“A bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the 
Columbia River Development Corp.” 

The delegates at the recent annual meeting held November 12-14, 
1958, in Ellensburg, Wash., said: 

We will oppose any law that would remove the power of control of the Colum- 
bia River and its tributaries from the citizens residing in that territory and 
creating an agency of Federal control such as the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The late publication of the committee print prior to the hearings 
has made it impossible to give this revision a complete analysis. How- 
ever, a reading of the revised bill reveals that it contains features in 
opposition to our policies. 

The farmers in the State of Washington as taxpayers and users of 
the water, power, and other resources of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries have an interest in the comprehensive development of the 
Columbia River. 

The members of the Washington State Farm Bureau feel that 
reports show such development is progressing quite well under the 
program of public and private-power partnership now in existence. 

They feel that the replacement of the Bonneville Administration 
by a centralized 5-man Corporation Board of which only two need to 
function and by a manager who is not even hired by his Board of Di- 
rectors and thus is not directly responsible to them is, in our opinion, 
not leaving the Columbia River and its tributaries in control of the 
people of the Pacific Northwest. 

In addition the Corporation under the proposed law will use tax- 
peayers’ money to purchase facilities, to buy and sell large quantities 
of power, and to exercise veto powers over stream flow and natural re- 
sources without having to answer directly to the people or their rep- 
resentatives in the Congress of the United States. 

Since the bill states that unless action is taken by Congress to dis- 
approve the decisions of the Corporation they will be effective, we 
feel that the burden of proof lies with the Congress and not as it 
should with the Corporation. 

Also because of the authority to control the sale of power, of trans- 
mission lines facilities and because advantage of being able to sell 
tax-free power, we feel that this law would eliminate private enter- 
prise from the power business in the Northwest and ultimately would 
result in the formation of a monopoly controlled by and to the benefit 
of a few—at the expense of all taxpayers. 

In conclusion, we respectfully recommend that the Public Works 
Committee of the Senate of the United States take action not to submit 
the proposed bill for consideration at the coming session of Congress. 

Senator Nrupercrer. Thank you, Mr. Wiley, very much. We ap- 
preciate having you come here today. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH ETHIER, PRESIDENT, BENTON COUNTY 
RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Eruter. Senator Neuberger and gentlemen of.the committee, 
I have mailed in my statement. 
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If it was not for the Grand Coulee Dam and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, we would not have been able to set up the coopera- 
tives that are serving the farmers of the Yakima Valley, 

The Yakima Valley, I say, today would have been starving if it 
was not for that construction, and the important thought in taking 
care of our power problems. 

I believe in the full, comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River. I think it is a challenge, and I think it is a duty of the men 
and women of the Northwest to watch that very closely. 

It has not been progressing satisfactorily. Evidence shows the 
action that has been taken by the Idaho Power, the kind of construc- 
tion they have done on the Snake, which has really been a jumbled 
mess. 

I think that this Corporation is a good idea, and I fully endorse it 
in principle.” There is bound to be changes necessary in the bill, but 
I certainly endorse the principle of the bill, and I think that we 
should leave something for future generations to be proud of, and us 
people right here today are the ones that have to do it. 

Senator Neusrrerr. Thank you very much, and Mr. Ethier, I 
found your written statement, and it will appear in the record. 

Along that line, we have received a great deal of correspondence 
from citizens of the State of Washington, and from citizens of the 
Northwest, both opposed to and in favor of the proposed committee 

rint. 

Without detailing all the various ideas that are contained in these 
letters, I am going to say that to Mr. Sneed, without objection, that 
they will appear in the hearing record. 

I do want to read the essential paragraph from one particular 
letter because I believe that it is quite significant. 

Is Mr. E. R. Hoffman the former superintendent of Seattle City 
Light? (Question put to assembly at large.) 

A Vorce. A former one; he ain’t now. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. There is a letter from the Union 
Federal Savings & Loan Association signed by Mr. E. R. Hoffman, 
president, which reads in part: 

Since 1940 I have supported the proposed plan of a development corporation 
for the Northwest that would have a public-utility responsibility. It is un- 
fortunate that nothing has been done throughout the years, and the Northwest 
has suffered materially from a power shortage a number of times. Of course, 
the publicity of a power shortage does not encourage new industries to come to 
our area. I think the Northwest can pay its own way if a proopsed authorization 
is enacted. 

Inasmuch as Mr. Hoffman was for many years been the superintend- 
ent of Seattle City Light, I felt it was important to have this in the 
record, and all that correspondence will also appear in the hearing 
record. 

Mr. Mapes, I want to suggest that you obtain, to appear at the 
conclusion of Mr. Cecil Clark’s testimony, figures from the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation which show exactly how many irrigated acres 
there are in the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and western 
Montana on Federal reclamation lands, what the income to farmers is 
on those lands, and*the repayment tothe Bureau. In addition, I would 
like to have you obtain the amount for which the development of these 
lands is underwritten and subsidized by power revenues from Federal 
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projects. It seems to me that the figures from the Bureau will be 
extremely pertinent to Mr. Clark’s testimony. (See p. 901.) 

There are a great many statements here, many from various cham- 
bers of commerce of the State of Washington, most of which oppose 
the proposed regional corporation, and of course all of them will 
appear in the hearing record in full. 

f there are no other witnesses, is there anybody in the courtroom 
that desires to present a statement ? 

Do you desire to present a statement, sir? Will you come up and 
identify yourself? 


STATEMENT OF HARRY LUX, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Lux. My name is Harry Lux, 18868 Military Road, and of 
course, I am very much interested in public power, and I was in the 
U.S. Army 40 years ago and I took an oath to defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and the only thing in that oath was that the 
preamble says “to promote the general welfare.” It don’t mention 
General Motors or Genera] Electric, or anything except the American 
people, and I don’t believe there is anybody that can take an oath to 
uphold the Constitution of the United States and do what they did to 
Hells Canyon with the three low dams, because the children that are 
born today are going to ask 20 years from now, is the dam made of 
concrete or bone—there is enough bone somewhere in the giving away 
of our national resources that they could build two dams out of it, 
and I don’t know whether it is in the Congress of the United States 
or the Federal Power Commission or where, but I think that it is a 
shame and a disgrace for the Government of the United States that 
we have allowed, you might say, the national resources to be given 
away, at the whim of some group of individuals, and then, in their 
backhanded, underhanded way, give them a tax writeoff or give them 
enough money to build a dam in addition to giving them a franchise. 

I feel humiliated and disgraced to see such things happening, and I 
hope that the Columbia Valley Authority proposed in Senator Neu- 
berger’s bill will become a law, and I would much rather have to deal 
with somebody that is appointed by the Government of the United 
States than to deal with somebody that is appointed by Wall Street, 
like Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Lux, very much. 

Is there anybody else who desires to be heard ? 

If not, I just want to announce our schedule. Because I have been 
undergoing radiation treatment, and my doctors do not want me to be 
away more than a day at a time, I have assigned and requested Mr. 
Sneed and Mr. Mapes to take testimony with Mr. Moulton in Idaho 
tomorrow. I hope to rejoin the committee at Kalispell on Thursday. 

I want to thank everybody who has appeared here today, whether 
they appeared in favor of the bill or against the bill. As I mentioned 
in Portland yesterday, I think that anybody who comes and testifies 
does us a favor, so that we can get ideas, suggestions, information, and 
recommendations. 

The present committee print that is before us represents very sub- 
stantially some of the views which we received when we held hearings 
in May and June onS. 3114. 
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The bill which will eventually be introduced in the Senate next year 
will embody a good many of the suggestions already received in Port- 
land and Seattle, and undoubtedly at Coeur d’Alene and Kalispell. 

I feel that the ideas that have been expressed here in Seattle will be 
eminently useful. 1 know some of the specific suggestions which we 
have received for amendment are going to be given very serious con- 
sideration, and I feel certain that quite a few of them will appear in 
the subsequent version of the legislation. 

On behalf of the committee staff and myself, I want to thank those 
who have been in attendance, and, again, those who testified. 

We will stand in recess now until tomorrow morning at 9:30 o’clock 
in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 

(Thereupon, at 3:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
‘it 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, December 10, 1958.) 

(The documents which follow were sent to the subcommittee and 
are to be included in the record.) 

BENTON RuRAL ELectRic ASSOCIATION, INC., 


PROSSER, WASH. 


WHITE SWAN, WASH., Noveniber 24, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER. 

DeAR Sirk: My name is Ralph Ethier; am a rancher in the Yakima Valley and 
have been president of the Benton Rural Electric Association for a number of 
years. Therefore, I am very much interested in the proper full comprehensive 
developemnt of our natural resources in regard to hydropower . 

I feel that it is an obligation and a challenge to the present generation to man- 
age this development for the benefit of future generations. 

I wholeheartedly endorse the regional corporation bill as a valuable means of 
developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 

Respectfully yours, 
RALPH ETHIER. 


UNION FEDERAL SAVINGS & LOAN ASSOCIATION, 
Seattle, Wash., Noveniber 26, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DeaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I should like to have a copy of the proposed bill 
for the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Since 1940 I have supported the proposed plan of a development corporation 
for the Northwest that would have a public utility responsibility. It is unfertu- 
nate that nothing has been done throughout the years, and the Northwest has 
suffered materially from a power shortage a number of times. Of course, the 
publicty of a power shortage does not encourage new industries to come to our 
area. I think the Northwest can pay its ewn way if a proposed authorization 
is enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. R. HorrMan, President. 


KLICKITAT CouNtTy Pusiic Utimiry District, 
Goldendale, Wash., November 26, 1958, 
Senator RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Enclosed please find a copy of our resolution No. 


327, endorsement in principle of the Regional Corporation bill. 


: 
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We are indeed interested in knowing that the new proposal in the bill injects 
some real public utility responsibility. We would caution against trying to re- 
move the public preference clauses. 

Your consideration of our position on this matter will be appreciated, 

Sincerely yours, 
EuMet EK. Clouse, Manager. 


PoucLspo, WaAsH., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR: We are tremendously interested in the Columbia River Devel- 
opment Corporation bill. Please send us copies of the bill so we may study 
details. 

We recognize the need for comprehensive overall planning of our river basins 
and appreciate anything you can do to carry such a program through. 

We believe such a plan would decentralize some of the authority and power 
of the National Government and place more responsibility and authority in a 
regional board that is more representative of and directly responsible to the 
people of the Columbia River Valley. It will tend to subdue State and local 
selfishness and enlist wholehearted cooperation in a plan that will be beneficial 
to all of the people of the whole valley. 

The Columbia Valley is on the threshold of an era of great development. It 
behooves us to make it a planned and organized development that will provide 
the greatest good for the greatest number rather than an unplanned, haphazard 
development that will be both wasteful and expensive. Surely we have intelli- 
gence enough to recognize the sense of planned development by now after all 
our experience with wasteful, unplanned, topsy-like growth. 

Senator Neuberger, we appreciate your statesmanlike approach to our regional, 
national, and international problems. We pray that you may have the health, 
courage, foresight, and fortitude to eontinue the fine work you are doing. 

Sincerely yours, 
Norti KITSAP FARMERS UNION, 
RANGOLD KUELSTAD. 
WARD KING. 
SUQUAMISH, WASH. 


DECEMBER 1, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L, NEUBERGER, 
New U.S, Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have read with interest a copy of the Columbia 
River Developmnet Corporation bill. I would like very much to give my very 
strong endorsement to this proposed legislation. 1 believe all of us here in the 
Northwest are very interested in the development of our water resources. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 


Mrs. J. A. RYBECK. 
LONGVIEW, WASH. 


Pusite Uritirry District No. 1 or WAHKIAKUM COUNTY, 

; Cathlamet, Wash., December 3, 1958. 

i Senator RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 

) New U.S. Courthouse, 

: Portiand, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I discussed the Columbia Liver Development Cor- 


poration bill with our board of commissioners at their regular meeting, Monday, 
December 1, 1958. 

Realizing that abundance of low-cost electricity is vital to the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation, and also realizing that a 
power program must pay its own way on a rock-sound financial foundation, 
the board endorses the idea of a Columbia River Development Corporation as 
proposed in the bill being considered by your committee. 
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I am unable to get their individual signatures in time to send this letter 
as I am leaving to attend the annual meeting of Washington PUD Association 
in Seattle. 

Good luck. You have our support. 

Very truly yours, 
A. L. Henprickson, Manager. 





Lewis County Pustic Utinity District, 
Chehalis, Wash., December 3, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: We have reviewed the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill and suggested revisions. 

It was the opinion of our commission, and they have instructed me to advise 
you that our district favors the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
as released from your office. 

Very truly yours, 
MERLE D. JOHNSTON, Manager. 





ABERDEEN, WASH., December 8, 1958. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am very interested in broader development of 
public power in the Northwest, and, therefore, feel that the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill would be of great benefit to electricity users here. 
I strongly urge that all effort be made to pass this bill, which would make pos- 
sible more adequate and low-cost service in the public interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
ULIZABETH YATES. 





SoutH Kirsap CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Port Orchard, Wash., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DearR SENATOR: Enclosed are two copies of a resolution adopted by the South 
Kitsap Chamber of Commerce on December 5, 1958. As you can see from 
reviewing it, the South Kitsap Chamber of Commerce definitely opposes the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill (redrafted S. 3114) in its present 
form. Furthermore, since non-Federal utilities have done so well in developing 
the Columbia Valley to date, our chamber questions whether a Federal corpora- 
tion is needed even if some of the objections pointed out are removed. 

Mr. Donald H. Thompson, a member of our chamber, will be present at the 
hearings to be held in Seattle on December 9 if circumstances permit and will 
be prepared to testify in our behalf. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry DINGLeE, Secretary-Manager. 


Whereas there is scheduled a hearing on the Columbia Valley Development 
orporation bill (redrafted S. 3114, committee print) to be held in Seattle 
on December 9, 1958, and the South Kitsap Chamber of Commerce desires to 
express its views concerning said bill at that hearing ; and 

Whereas the control of the Columbia Valley Development Corporation would 
be vested in a five-man board of directors appointed by the President, com- 
posed of at least one member from each of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and 
Montana, and two members from one of these States, which would not be re- 
sponsible to the people of the Pacific Northwest because none could be removed 
by them, and which would not fairly represent all of the people of the Colum- 
bia Basin since parts of Wyoming, Nevada, and Utah are in that area, without 
representation ; and 

Whereas there is an Adisory Council created under the bill to advise and 
assist the Board of Directors, of which 40 members would be members at large 
appointed by the Board of Directors and thus may very possibly share the 
same beliefs as the members of the Board of Directors, the only standard in 
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appointing them being that the Board of Directors, should endeavor to obtain 
representation of the diverse interest and geographical areas affected by the 
activities of the Federal Corporation ; and 

Whereas the U.S. Congress would not have effective control of the Federal 
Corporation since it would be largely financed by the issuance of revenue bonds 
and would not depend upon Congress for appropriations, and since reports 
would be made by the Federal Corporation to a busy Congress, and if no objec- 
tions are made, the proposals, plans, and activities of the proposed Federal 
Corporation are authorized ; and 

Whereas the Federal Corporation would have broad powers to condemn any 
real or personal property necessary to carry out the purposes of the act except 
thermo and atomic powerplants, and more than likely would eventually con- 
demn our existing and satisfactory non-Federal utilities, since the members of 
the Board of Directors are required to believe in the wisdom and feasibility 
of the act, and furthermore it very possibly could result in some of our present 
non-Federal utilities being left holding thermo-generation service stations with 
no outlets, because the Federal Corporation is precluded from condemning them ; 
and 

Whereas it is believed that the ability to obtain low-cost interest and exemp- 
tion from taxes by the Federal Corporation does not mean that our Govern- 
ment can be operated more economically, but only means that U.S. citizens 
other than the beneficiaries of the Federal power must help make up the dif- 
ference in taxes which would have been paid by private utilities if they had 
served the area ; and 

Whereas under the Columbia Valley Development Corporation bill the Federal 
Corporation would assume such duties as preventing impediments to navigation, 
establishing flood control, providing irrigation and reclamation, and protecting 
fish and wildlife, which functions are presently being effectively carried out by 
the Army Corps of Engineers and the subdivisions of the Department of the 
Interior under statutory safeguards, and which functions could not be as ef- 
fectively carried out by the Federal Corporation since the primary objective 
of the bill is to provide Federal power, and in which objective the members of 
the Board of Directors are required to believe, and since there must be a unani- 
mous decision of the three-man Joint Cost Allocation Board and no standards 
are set forth in the bill as guides for the Joint Cost Allocation Board in allocat- 
ing costs to these other purposes; and 

Whereas the bill gives the right to the Federal Corporation’s employees to 
unionize and bargain collectively, which right is not enjoyed by other Federal 
employees in comparable positions ; and 

Whereas the Federal Corporation would be given the power to fix rates with- 
out subjecting them to the approval of the Federal Power Commission as a 
protective measure; and 

Whereas it has been demonstrated that the existing private utilities and local 
public agencies in cooperation with the United States, can effectively develop 
the required hydroelectric power in the Pacific Northwest, since the probable 
maximum hydroelectric power within this area is approximately 22 million 
kilowatts, and they have already constructed powerplants with a capacity of 
over 9 million kilowatts and are presently building powerplants which will 
provide over 7 million additional kilowatts, for a total of more than 16 million 
kilowatts; and 

Whereas the South Kitsap Chamber of Commerce, after reviewing this bill, 
feels that it would remove ownership, control, and responsibility in the devel- 
opment of the Columbia River from private citizens, the State and local govern- 
ments, to a Federal corporation which may not be effectively controlled even 
by the U.S. Congress, and that the bill therefore appears to be an example of 
creeping socialism of the worst kind; and 

Whereas upon reading the proposed bill the South Kitsap Chamber of Com- 
merce found many other objections and areas of uncertainty not mentioned in 
this resolution : Now, therefore, be it and it hereby is unanimously 

Resolved by the board of directors of the South Kitsap Chamber of Com- 
merce, That it go on record in opposition to the enactment of the Columbia 
Valley Development Corporation bill (redrafted S. 3114, committee print), and 
that such opposition be made known by being presented at the hearing to be 
held in Seattle on December 9, 1958, and by mailing of copies of this resolution 
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to Senators Warren Magnuson and Henry Jackson and Members of the House 
Thomas Pelly and Don Magnuson. 
Passed unanimously this 5th day of December 1958. 
WILLIAM WILKINS, President. 
Attest : 
Harry D1nete, Secretary. 


Pusiic Utiairy District No. 1, 
Republic, Wash., November 6, 1958. 
Senator Ricwarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am most happy to receive information that work 
is continuing on the Regional Corporation bill, 8S. 3114. A copy of the revised 
final draft will be appreciated when it becomes available. 

I may not be able to attend any of the hearings scheduled in various Northwest 
cities during the first part of December—however, I would like to go on record as 
endorsing the Regional Corporation bill in principle. 

It is felt that, as time goes on, the need for such an organization becomes more 
and more important in order that we may eliminate exploitation of our natural 
resource water. I also feel that control of our Columbia River development and 
usage should be by and for the people of the Northwest. 

Very truly yours, 
M. W. Kay, Manager. 


La GRANDE, OrgEG., December 5, 1958. 
NorTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Vancouver, Wash. 

Dear Sirs: I appreciate your asking me if I am in favor of a Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill for I do heartily endorse a Federal power system to 
develop all the potential power of the Northwest, as in other States, to its full 
capacity and to insure all users of electricity a cheap and fair rate. Since the 
Government is the only one that can do that no one should be allowed to interfere 
with the efficient plans the Army Engineers have offered. They will not destroy 
the fish either. 

Yours very truly, 
W. E. ADLER. 


Orcas Power & Licut Co., 
Eastsound, Wash., December 5, 1958. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Care of Gus Norwood, 
Vancouver, Wash. 

My Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: We will follow with interest the bill to amend 
the Bonneville Project Act to establish the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion. 

It is my personal conviction that it is necesary to make every effort to conserve 
the great natural resources of the Pacific Northwest on a regional basis. Any 
vehicle used to attain this objective must, if the ultimate is to be achieved, be 
not less than regionwide in scope, nonpolitical in nature, and dedicated first to 
protect the national interest, and second to further the development of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

It is our understanding.that the proposed Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration would be that type of administrative agency. If it is to be, its formation 
should be encouraged. 

Very truly yours, 
K. A. MacMILian, Manager. 
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Ro.urne Bay, WasH., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Care of Chamber of Commerce, 
U.S. Courthouse, 
Seattle, Wash.: 


This is to advise that the 11 Democratic precinct committeemen of Bainbridge 
Island heartily endorse your program for the Columbia Development Corporation 
bill as outlined by your committee. We are not in accord with the Island Cham- 
ber of Commerce who are opposing your program, this is our support at your 
hearing. 

GERTRUDE JOHNSON, 


PuBLic Utinity District No. 1 or SKAMANIA CounTY, 
Stevenson, Wash., December 2, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S, Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: At our regular meeting December 1, 1958, the com- 
missioners of Public Utility District No. 1 of Skamania County heartily endorsed 
the idea embodied in the Regional Corporation bill. 

We are endorsing the Regional Corporation bill in principle because it will 
reorganize the Federal power system in the Northwest and assure development 
of resources in the public interest. 

Sincerely, 
Smira Rea, Manager. 


Pus.iic UTiLtity District No. 1 or Cow.itz County, WASH., 
Longview, Wash., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New US. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have received a copy of the committee print of 
the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, dated November 21, 1958, and 
I wish to give my endorsement to this proposed legislation. As manager of a 
public utility district in this growing Northwest, I am vitally interested in the 
overall development of our water resources. I have read and studied the pro- 
posed legislation and feel that the Regional Corporation is a sound approach 
which will best serve the public interest and facilitate the financing and admin- 
istration of the Federal power system in the Northwest. 

Very truly yours, 
O. G. HitTTtLe, Manager. 


PuBLic Uritiry District No. 1 or CowLitz. County, WaAsH., 
Longview, Wash., December 1, 1958. 

Senator R1cHaArD L. NEUBERGER, 

New U.S. Courthouse, 

Portiand, Oreg. 

DeEaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have read with interest a copy of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill and wish to give my endorsement to this 
proposed legislation. 

I have worked many years in both publie and private utilities and feel that 
this proposed legislation is very vital as an approach to best serve the public 
interest and to facilitate the financing and administration of the Federal power 
system in this great Northwest. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
Hat Boyp, Power Salesman, 
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U.S. CouRTHOUSE, 
Seattle, Wash., December 3, 1958. 
Hon, DenNiIs CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Because of a previous engagement, I shall be unable 
to attend the hearings on proposed amendments to the Bonneville Project Act in 
Seattle on December 9, 1958. I should like, however, to express my support for 
legislation which would create a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Such legislation would help facilitate management and financing of programs 
to develop fully the power resources of the Pacific Northwest. 

The draft bill which has been drawn up by your committee incorporates sug- 
gestions from many agencies concerned with full development of our resources 
and it presents a sound approach to the problem of managing our power program, 

We in the Pacific Northwest have been fortunate enough to enjoy tremendous 
benefits from the abundant, low-cost power developed by public-power projects, 

Creation of a public electric corporation would help us do an even better job 
of developing our water resources. This bill would help put power development 
on a much sounder business basis. 

Passage of this legislation would result in tremendous benefits not only to the 
Pacific Northwest but to the entire Nation. 

I should appreciate your including this letter in the proceedings of your 
hearings. 

Thank you. 


Sincerely yours, ae 
ON MAGNUSON, 


Member of Congress. 





Pusiic UTitity DIstTRIcT OF CLALLAM COUNTY, 
November 29, 1958. 
Hon, Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 
Deark SENATOR: Enclosed you will find a resolution passed by our board of 
commissioners relative to the regional corporation bill. 
We strongly urge that our resolution be given strong consideration in your 
coming hearings. 
Very truly yours, 
ELMER B. Titus, Manager. 


RESOLUTION 331 


Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest, as well as the rest of the 
Nation, depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and the 
resultant low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth; and 

Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its own 
way; and : 

Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated manage- 
ment of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements in 
financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill ; and 

Whereas the regional corporation idea provides a sound, stable, self-financing 
plant to build dams by means of electric-revenue bonds and insures low-cost 
power to build our country ; Therefore be it 

Resolved by the board of commissioners of Clallam County Public Utility 
District No. 1, That we endorse the regional corporation principle; be it further 

Resolved, That this board respectfully requests that this resolution be included 
in the record of hearings conducted December 8 through 11 by the Senate Public 
Works Committee on the proposed bill. 

Passed by the board of commissioners of Public Utility District No. 1 of 
Clallam County this 20th day of November 1958. 

ARTHUR E. REYNOLDs, President. 

Attest: 

G. C. GEIMER, Secretary 
R. A. LAWRENCE, Commissioner. 
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CERTIFICATE 


I, E. T. Conney, secretary of the board of commissioners of Public Utility 
District No. 1, Cowlitz County, Wash., do hereby certify that the attached reso- 
lution, being Resolution No. 1122, is a full, true, complete, and correct copy of 
the original resolution passed on the 2d day of December 1958 as said resolu- 
tion appears on the minute book of said district. 


netics 


j Dated this 2d dav of December 1958. 
| B. T. Cooney, 
Secretary of Board of Commissioners, Public Utility District No. 1. 


RESOLUTION 1122 


A resolution of the commission of Public Utility District No. 1 of Cowlitz Coun- 
ty, Wash., endorsing the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, as 
. revised in principle 
: Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation 
depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and the resultant 
low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth; and 
Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its 
own way; and 
Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated man- 
agement of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements in 
financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill; Therefore be it 
Resolved by the board of commissioners of Public Utility District No. 1 of Cow- 
) litz, Wash., That we endorse the regional corporation principle; be it further 
Resolved, That this board respectfully requests that this resolution be included 


in the record of hearings conducted December 8~—11, 1958, by the Senate Public 
Works Committee on the proposed bill. 
! Adopted by the commission of Public Utility District No. 1, of Cowlitz Coun- 
ty, Wash., at a regular meeting this 2d day of December 1958. 

FRAN JAEGER, 
President and Commissioner. 
W. EB. SarLors, 
: Vice President and Commissioner. 
Attest: 

E. T. Cooney, 
Secretary and Commissioner. 


SHELTON, WaAsH., December 4, 1958. 












Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Str: Having been a member of the Hell’s Canyon Dam Association for 
a number of years, I realize that an abundance of cheap power is the lifeblood of 
our Nation and especially to our Pacific Northwest, so I wholeheartedly en- 
dorse this entire regional corporation plan. 

Yours truly, 


E. A. RUTLEDGE. 





PoRTLAND, OrREG, December 7, 1958. 
















Gus Norwoop, 
Executive Secretary, Northwest Public Power Association, 
Vancouver, Wash. 


Dear Gus Norwoop: If this regional corporation bill means more and cheaper 
power for the people of the Northwest and not for the enrichment of a few vested 
interests, then I’m for it. 

If we are to compete in terms of service with political dictatorships, Russian, 
or otherwise, we must do so either by becoming a dictatorship or through a 
democratically controlled welfare cooperative economy—call it what you will 
but not by violence and slavery perhaps—this regional organization is the right 
approach. Our motives and methods must be democratic. 

Sincerely, 
Gero. J. CLAuss. 
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Senator NEuBERGR: I wish you great success on the regional corporation bill. 
LronA KAMINSEKI. 
LONGVIEW, WASH. 


DECEMBER 2, 1958, 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have had an opportunity to review the November 
21, 1958, print of the regional corporation bill and I would like to state that 
I sincerely endorse the principles embodied therein. I feel that such legislation 
is a prudent approach to the solution of our regional power problem and one 
which will insure maximum benefit to the area and its populace. Please accept 
my sincere thanks for your continued support of this most important legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
R. L. ELMGREN, 


LONGVIEW, WASH. 


CLARK County Pustic UTILity DIstricr, 
Vancouver, Wash. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR NEvuBERGER: As president of the Southwest Washington Public 
Utility Districts Association I wish again to advise you that we support in 
principle the regional corporation bill. 

Our previous testimony appears at pages 414-416 of the hearings on S. 3114. 

You are advised that as recently as our November 7, 1958, meeting at Golden- 
dale we discussed and by motion approved in principle of the new subsection 
5(a) and which was at that time before us in the following form, but which 
has since been modified slightly in the bill itself: 

“The Corporation is authorized, directed, and obligated to construct and to 
schedule the construction of generation and transmission facilities or to pur- 
chase and exchange power so as to fulfill the net power requirements of all 
members of the public who require its service as a wholesaler within the Pacific 
Northwest and desire and are willing to enter into contracts to purchase their 
wholesale power requirements from the Corporation. If, in preparing advance 
programs for future power sales, the Corporation estimates that power supply 
will not be sufficient to meet such net power requirements, the Corporation is 
authorized to distribute subsequently available new supplies of power so as to 
assure that there shall be no unreasonable geographic concentration of the 
power sold by the Corporation, taking into account the location of power-pro- 
ducing projects, the population, and the promotion of the diversified agricul- 
tural, industrial, and economic development of the several States of the basin, 
consistent with the preference provisions of section 4 hereof within any State 
or area.” 

May I close by expressing appreciation to you for your keen interest in this 
important legislation. 


Sincerely, 
W. T. ELMGREN, 


President, SWPUD Association. 


LONGVIEW, WASH., November 30, 1958. 


DeaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I hope you will boost for the Columbia regional 
corporation bill. We need complete development of the waterpower in the 
Pacific Northwest. It means so much for all of us; besides, I think it would 
naturally aid national defense. 


Very truly yours, , “~ 
4ACY M. PEOPLES. 


BELLINGHAM, WaSH., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
Federal Courthouse, Seattle, Wash.: 
The Bellingham Chamber of Commerce opposes passage of any legislation 
such as was contained in S. 3114 of the 85th Congress, which would vest in a 
Columbia River Development Corporation, or any federally controlled authority 


an tncncte  aeame 


aA es 


rr 


vy 








= 


ie er Oe OM 


il 
12 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 917 


or agency, a vast concentration of control over the development and conserva- 
tion of the resources of the Pacific Northwest. Passed unanimously by the 
board of trustees in their regular meeting, Monday, December 8, 1958. 


Boarp OF TRUSTEES OF THE BELLINGHAM 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
HENRY P. JuKEs. President. 


BAINBRIDGE ISLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Winslow, Wash., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Senator: The Bainbridge Island Chamber of Commerce has read and 
deliberated upon the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation Act 
of 1959. After mature consideration of the terms of this bill the Bainbridge 
Island Chamber of Commerce has decided to voice a strong protest against the 
passage of any such legislation by the 86th Congress. 

The proposal to vest such sweeping authority in a Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation or any other federally controlled agency with similar power is 
thoroughly frightening. It seems to us to be an abdication by Congress of 
powers properly vested in it and constitutes a denial of the privilege of the 
States of the Pacific Northwest in planning its own economic destiny. 

Sincerely, 
Jack Gropon, President. 


BURLINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Burlington, Wash., December 4, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Sir: The. Burlington Chamber of Commerce has gone on record as 
ebjecting to the formation of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

We believe the best interests of the people of this area are served by the 
existing agencies. We are not in favor of creating a Federal corporation to 
control the sale and distribution of electric energy. 

Very truly yours, 
JaAcK VAN ZANptT, President. 
JOHN CLANTON, Vice President. 


Mount BAKER RECREATION CO., INC., 
Bellingham, Wash., December 5, 1958. 
Senator RicHarD L. NEUBERGER. 

DrAR SENATOR: You must have “gone off your rocker” to support this Columbia 
Valley TVA. This is the type of governmental interference that we do not 
want. Taxpayers and businessmen generally are opposed to this proposal. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR J. Boyp. 


FERNDALE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Ferndale, Wash., December 4, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: At our regular board meeting held December 3 in 
Ferndale, a discussion was held regarding the new Columbia Valley Development 
Corporation bill, 8. 3114. 

Our Ferndale Chamber of Commerce board has gone on record deploring the 
secrecy and lack of publicity given to this bill by your committee. It is very 
evident you are proposing the creation of a four-State power administration 
under the control of the Federal Government. The creation of such an author- 
ity is indirect contradiction to the fine spirit of cooperation now existing be- 
tween the private State and Federal agencies now engaged in the power busi- 
ness in the Northwest. 

It would appear your committee should study and analyze the recent surveys 
conducted in this area which conclusively show the public thoroughly approves 
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of this type of cooperation that now exists between these agencies with their 
so-called partnership plan. 
Sincerely, 
Howarp Brownrice, Secretary-Manager. 


LYNDEN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lynden, Wash., December 4, 1068. 


To: Senator Richard L. Neuberger, New U.S. Courthouse, 
Portland, Oreg. 
Subject : Columbia River Corporation bill, 8. 3114. 


Whereas legislation was introduced into the 1958 Congress under S. 3114, 
Columbia Valley Corporate Authority which would create the Columbia Valley 
Development Corporation to develop water and power in the Northwest region 
of the United States ; and 

Whereas many of the features of Columbia Valley corporate authority legis- 
lation are so similar to other valley authorities such as TVA, which would 
create a multibillion-dollar Government-in-business Federal corporation con- 
trolled by five individuals, to expand, own, and operate the Federal power in- 
dustry in the Pacific Northwest, to the exclusion of private enterprise; and 

Whereas the Corporation would have dominant control over the water re 
sources of the area without the checks and balance procedures of appropriative 
processes ; and 

Whereas this Corporation would be tax free and otherwise tax subsidized 
without restrictions that are placed on private industry ; and 

Whereas the Corporation could take over activities of State and other Fed- 
eral agencies doing water conservation and development work, and would likely 
crowd out all or nearly all of the investor-owned power utlities of the North- 
west; and 

Whereas this legislation could have disastrous effects on irrigation rights 
and uses; and 

Whereas we believe we are doing a good job of resource conservation and 
development by existing Federal and non-Federal agencies working with the 
citizens of the area through our present check and balance system of govern- 
ment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Lynden Chamber of Commerce be on record as opposing 
the Columbia Valley Corporation legislation under §S. 3114 of the last Congress, 
or any other similar type legislation, that would create a valley authority that 
would have dominant control of private enterprise and State development of 
the water resources of Washington. 


’ 
President, Lynden Chamber of Commerce. 











Secretary, Lynden Chamber of Commerce. 


Mount VERNON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Mount Vernon, Wash., December 4, 1958. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER : The Chamber of Commerce of Mount Vernon, Skagit 
County, Wash., submits herewith for your committee’s consideration its official 
views on redraft of Senate bill 3114, the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill, as ratified in all details this 4th day of December 1958: 

First. Herewith is this organization’s official policy statement on the subject 
of.power development, prepared after extensive study by a subcommittee of its 
legislative committee, and ratified by the board of directors: 


POWER DEVELOPMENT 


“The Federal Government should undertake the power development only when 
and where a project is beyond the means for private resources. The chamber 
of commerce supports the Hoover Commission belief that water, like any other 
resource should be developed by private industry. Where irrigation, flood 
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control, and other benefits are involved, the Government, should assume only 
that portion of the total cost. By all rules of good government, sound economics, 
and fair play the business of supplying electric power to any area should be 
recognized as a responsibility of the citizens of that area working through 
private enterprise rather than as an obligation of the Federal Government.” 

In line with this statement of principles, it is the concensus of the officers 
and directors of the Mount Vernon Chamber of Commerce that: 

1. There is now such thoroughgoing cooperation among private and public 
power agencies in this State, that no guiding or controlling Federal agency or 
Federal corporation is needed to assure the further development of this State’s 
water and power resources. For example, in the Puget Sound region—shown 
by surveys to be the most rapidly growing region in the Pacific Northwest—now 
in active, aggressive being, is the Puget Sound Utilities Council, representing 
two public utility districts (Snohomish and Chelan Counties), two large 
municipal power systems (Seattle and Tacoma), and the single private power 
company operating in the region, Puget Sound Power & Light Co. 

Through the council these operators pool their power, pool their research, 
and participate individually in a variety of power development projects without 
regard to status as between private and public, but, rather, with regard solely 
to determining the coming developmental needs of the region and to ascertain- 
ing which of the member agencies can best initiate or give financial support to 
projects being undertaken—in the hydroelectric, the steam generation and the 
nuclear energy fields. 

2. This organization believes that in cases of interest involving adjacent 
States, questions or rights and needs can be and are being solved by interstate 
consultation and as required, resolved by interstate compact. 

3. This organization further respectfully points out that in the continuing 
development of this region’s water resources, there already exist Federal 
agencies providing adequate safeguards for the best use of our waterpower 
resources and the collaterals of forest conservation and special public uses such 
as recreation, flood control, irrigation, and navigation. 

4. This organization does not discount the possibility that there may be 
instances in which Federal participation in power and water resources may be 
desirable, where important Federal benefits may be derived and for which full 
development is beyond the financial means of intraregional agencies. But it 
does feel no new agency is needed to meet such situations as they may arise. 

A survey of electric power developments now in progress and of those on 
the drawing boards or in the notes of the several research teams now active 
should demonstrate to your committee that the once-feared power shortage in 
the Pacific Northwest no longer exists. We respectfully submit that it is a 
fact that under conditions of local control, by both private and local public 
agencies, needed water resource development is now proceeding apace in the 
Pacific Northwest and that impartial opinion surveys show that the people 
of this region are overwhelmingly in favor of the program now in effect, and 
prefer it. 

We respectfully urge that redraft of Senate bill 3114 do not pass. 

Respectfully submitted. 

STEPHEN C. MERGLER, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 


BREMERTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Bremerton, Wash., December 5, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
Public Works Subcommittee Chairman, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: We enclose two copies of a resolution adopted by 
the Bremerton Chamber of Commerce at their meeting, Friday, December 5, 
1958, to be presented at the hearing being held in Seattle, Tuesday, December 
9, 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. A. Benson, M.D., President. 
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BREMERTON CHAMBER OF (‘OM MERCE, 
Bremerton, Wash., December 5, 1958. 


To the Board of Trustees, Bremerton Chamber of Commerce: 


There has come to the attention of our National Affairs Committee copies of a 
proposed bill entitled “The Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 
1959” to be presented to the 86th Congress of the United States at its forth- 
coming session. A hearing on this measure is scheduled to be held_.in the 
Federal Building in Seattle on December 9, 1958. 

After studying the terms of this proposed legislation, we feel impelled to 
recommend to the chamber that it go on record in opposition to this act and 
that it voice an official protest at this hearing. 

In our opinion this bill is generally inimical to local control of our own e.'o- 
nomic destiny here in the Pacific Northwest inasmuch as it effects the placement 
of altogether too much power in an appointive agency too far removed from the 
people of the area. Further it seems to ask that Congress surrender powers 
traditionally vested in it by the people who elect them and to whom they are 
directly responsible. Our many pleasant and direct relationships with our 
Senators and Representatives over a long period of time causes us to face with 
real dread of the consequences the transfer of this direct relationship to a 
superauthority such as is contemplated in this act. 

Unanimously passed by the board of directors at their meeting December 
5, 1958. 

R. A. BensOoN, M.D., President. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Sedro-Woolley, Wash, December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHARpD L. NEUBERGER, 
Public Works Subcommittee Chairman, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Sedro-Woolley Chamber of Commerce passed a 
motion today expressing opposition to the enactment of S. 3114 which your com- 
mittee has scheduled hearings on in Seattle, December 9, 1958. 

The bill creates a Federal corporation with the broad powers and control 
over the water resources in the States of Washignton, Oregon, Idaho, and a por- 
tion of Montana. The powers are vested in an independent Federal corporation 
made up of five men responsible only to the Executive Head of our Federal 
Government. No member can be removed by the people of the Pacific Northwest 
States over which they have jurisdiction should they become autocratic in 
carrying out their program. 

The chamber feels that this act sets up a Federal agency that permits a deep 
encroachment by the Federal Government on States rights in an area of govern- 
ment that is now adequately governed. The Sedro-Woolley chamber is opposed 
to this bill for this reason. 

The chamber is also of the opinion that we now have enough agencies that 
are able and ready under our present system to finance and build needed projects 
when afforded the opportunity to do so. At the present time, the record will 
show, Federal, State, county, cities and private agencies are cooperating to the 
end that the Pacific Northwest will have adequate power for years to come. 

This type of local autonomy, as it gains experience and improves provides, 
we believe, the safest and soundest resources planning and use methods for us 
in the Pacific Northwest. For this reason the Sedro-Woolley Chamber of 
Commerce is opposed to this bill. 

We, therefore, are of the opinion that the passage of S. 3114 is not in the 
greatest public interest of the citizens of this region and we hope your com- 
mittee will recommend against its enactment. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES CARROLL, President. 

Attest : 


A. R. Doorn, Secretary. 
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BAINBRIDGE REVIEW, 
Winslow, Wash., December 4, 1958, 
Hon. Ricwarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate Public Works Subcommittee, 
Federal Building, 
Seattle, Wash. 


Dear SENATOR: For two reasons, I wish to have the record of your subcom- 
mittee hearing in Seattle on December 8 show that I am opposed to the redraft 
of S. 3114 (Columbia Valley Development Corporation). 

1. The people of eastern Washington don’t want or need it. 

2. The people of western Washington aren’t interested in it and don’t need it. 

As to (1) I speak with some authority on the subject, having just finished a 
6-week chore in eastern Washington as campaign manager for Catherine May, 
this State’s first woman elected to the Congress. In that campaign, Mrs. May 
took a flat, unequivoeal stand in opposition to a TVA-type development of the 
Columbia Valley and, in particular, against 8S. 3114. She scored a plurality of 
more than 10,000 votes over her opponent, who favored §S. 3114. It is my firm 
opinion that the people of eastern Washington are not impressed with 8S. 3114. 

As to (2), I know as a resident of western Washington that the people in this 
area are not at all interested. They know, as I do, that the power issue is 
a dead duck. Private and public power agencies are working in splendid 
harmony and we know that S. 3114 effers us nothing better than we now enjoy 
and serves only to open up old wounds which are healing nicely. 

I can’t imagine a more pointless topic than 8. 3114. 

Sincerely, 
War Woopwasp. 


Port TOWNSEND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
PORT TOWNSEND, WASH. 


Be it resolved by the Port Townsend Chamber of Commerce, That it does un- 
conditionally and strongly oppose passage by the Congress of any legislation 
such as was contained in §. 3114 of the 85th Congress which would vest in a 
Columbia River Development Corporation or any federally controlled authority 
or agency, the vast concentration of control over the development and conserva- 
tion of the resources of the Pacific Northwest. 

This resolution which is hereby and herewith adopted by the Port Townsend 
Chamber of Commerce on this, the 8th day of December 1958, is in line with, 
and confirms previously established policy of the Port Townsend Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Adopted this 8th day of December 1958. 


Port TOWNSEND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
A. CLEMENS Grapy, President. 
Attest : 


RricHarp F. McCurpy, Acting Secretary. 


BREMERTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Bremerton, Wash., December 8, 1958. 
Dean H. EASTMAN, 
President, Seattle Chamber of Commerce, 
Seattle, Wash. 


Dear Mr. EastMAN: For your information, the Bremerton Chamber of Com- 
merce adopted the following resolution at their meeting held Friday, December 5, 
regarding the proposal to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation, 
and with special reference to legislation proposed by a redraft of S. 3114. 

After studying the terms of this proposed legislation, the Bremerton Chamber 
of Commerce has gone on record opposing this act and copies of this resolution 
are being presented at the hearing in Seattle, Wash., Tuesday, December 9, 1958, 
voicing our opposition. 

“In our opinion this bill is generally inimical to local control of our own 
economic destiny here in the Pacific Northwest inasmuch as it affects the place- 
ment of altogether too much power in an appointive agency too far removed 
from the people of the area. Further, it seems to ask that Congress surrender 
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powers traditionally vested in it by the people who elect them and to whom 
they are directly responsible. Our many pleasant and direct relationships with 
our Senators and Representatives over a long period of time causes us to face 
with real dread the consequences of the transfer of this direct relationship to 
a superauthority such as is contemplated in this act.” 
Cordially yours, 
R. A. Benson, M.D., President. 


SEATTLE, Wasu., December 30, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN OF PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
US. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: Senate bill 3114, proposing to convert the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration into a Federal Columbia River Development Corporation is so 
un-American in its concept that as a citizen, I wish to protest against this 
proposed measure. 

The United States is what it is today because of private initiative and 
enterprise. All the separate geographical regions of the United States should 
be allowed to continue to develop through the initiative and enterprise of its 
regional citizens. This is true of the Columbia River region, involving the 
States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana. Private enterprise can do 
everything that the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation can do, 
without any investment by the Federal Government in such a corporation. 
Furthermore, the developments by private enterprise will provide taxes, which 
the proposed development corporation would not generate. 

I request that these views expressed in this letter, be made part of the record 
of any further public hearings by the committee or subcommittee considering 
this measure. 

Yours very truly, 
HERMAN N. SIMPSON. 


SEATTLE, WAsH., December 23, 1958. 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WoRKS, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Transmitted herewith is a statement by the West Coast Min- 
eral Association to the Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, on proposed bill 
to amend the Bonneville Project Act, in duplicate. 

Very truly yours, 
LEWIE WILLIAMS. 


STATEMENT BY THE WEST CoAST MINERAL ASSOCIATION TO THE PUBLIC WORKS 
ComMMiI?1TEE, U.S. SENATE, ON Proposep BILL To AMEND THE BONNEVILLE PROJ- 
ECT ACT 


The West Coast Mineral Association urges the rejection of the proposed bill 
to create a Federal corporation which would have broad powers and control 
over the water resources of the Pacific Northwest States. 

This nonprofit incorporated association was organized over 30 years ago 
for the purpose of encouraging the development of the mineral and natural 
resources of the Western States. Its membership includes numerous profes- 
sional men such as engineers, geologists, accountants, and lawyers and several 
kinds of businesses, including mining, are well represented. 

We welcome the opportunity to express some of our views on the proposed 
Columbia River Basin legislation. 

First: The proponents of the proposed bill claim it is not another CVA. We 
believe it has the basic provisions of the proposed CVA bills and some of those 
provisions are as follows: 

(a) The control of the proposed Government corporation is to be governed 
by a manager and a board of five directors, political appointees of the head of 
the Central Government; three of the directors to constitute a quorum and a 
vote of a majority of directors present shall decide any issue. All are to be 
persons who profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of the act. 

In this respect it is the same as the CVA proposals. 





; 
' 
' 





2S 


cQ he pre O00 @ me 


Ne 
ll 


cS 
Jo 





BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 923 


(bo) The local people of the Northwest would have no power or authority to 
remove the manager or any member of the Board no matter how incompetent 
or autocratic they may be. 

This is also directly in line with the proposed CVA bills. 

(c) The proposed Federal corporation would report to and be responsible 
only to the head of the Central Government. 

This was another provision of the CVA bills. 

(d) The proposed bill provides for an advisory council, whose members are 
not to be selected by the people. 

This is not unlike the proposed CVA bills. 

(e) The proposed corporation would have power to acquire any property it 
may find necessary thus having in this respect the same discretionary power as 
the CVA. 

(f) When we take into consideraiton that the provisions of the Bonneville 
Project Act would be a part of the proposed act, there are numerous other 
provisions similar to the proposed CVA bills. 

Second: It is also claimed by the proponents that the people of the State 
of Washington at the last election in November 1958, indicated their approval 
of the proposed legislation because of the provisions in the Democratic platform 
and the election of Senator Jackson, Congressman Don Magnuson, and Governor 
Rosellini. The truth is every voter living in the State of Washington knows 
that this proposed bill or any similar legislation was not an issue in the 
political campaign. Furthermore, there were eight members of the State’s 
delegation in Congress to be elected and six out of the eight elected were 
Republicans. This should indicate a complete reversal of such claim. 

Third: The proponents of the proposed bill state that the proposed Federal 
Corporation will have power to channel its funds to other departments but 
not the power to construct new projects as defined in the proposed bill or 
otherwise. We wish to point out that under the terms of the proposed act the 
channeling of money to other departments is not exclusive. With the broad 
powers given to carry out its program, it is not unlikely that the Federal 
courts will determine it does have such rights under its discretionary powers. 
In this respect it may be noted that, among other pertinent provisions, the 
proposed bill provides that “Expenditures from the operating fund may be 
made for any purposes necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of 
the act, including, but not limited to.” Then there is enumerated many items 
such as (@) expenses of operating the Corporation’s power system and main- 
taining its properties, (¥) payments for operation or rentals or for purchase 
of energy or water, (c) all capital costs of expanding the Corporation’s power 
system, including contributions to other agencies for projects allocated to 
electric power production under subsections 3(b) and 3(f) of the proposed act, 
and all costs of acquisition, construction, ete., authorized by the act, (d@) interest 
and principal on all obligations, (e) reserves as may be deemed necessary. It 
may be further noted that section 3(f) referred to above provides as follows: 
“The Corporation shall assist and advise the President as he may request in 
any international negotiations relating to the Columbia River and may carry 
out on behalf of the United States such functions as he may assign to it in 
accordance with any treaty or other agreement between the United States 
and Canada.” Inasmuch as the Corporation is not limited to the expenditures 
set forth and itemized in the proposed bill, there can be but little doubt about 
its authority to build. or construct anything as may be required under a treaty 
or other agreement between the United States and Canada. This is only one 
of the uncertain provisions of the proposed act. 

Fourth: We believe the recent report or statement made by Roger W. Jones, 
Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget, on S. 3114, fully applies to this form 
of legislation and we quote him in part as follows: 

“Both the Federal and non-Federal programs have been coordinated on a 
regionwide basis, resulting in an efficient power system. The Corp of Engineers 
is now completing a comprehensive plan, prepared in close cooperation with 
other Federal and State resource development agencies. It is expected that 
this plan will provide for developments which, if authorized by the Congress, 
could be constructed to meet the anticipated requirements for regional water 
uses including power. Thus, it would appear that construction and operation of 
multiple-purpose projects, as well as planning for future needs, are being accom- 
plished ‘satisfactorily by existing organizations in the Columbia River Basin.” 

Fifth: Almost every phase of the proposed bill is a further advance toward 
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Federal control over the State and local economy of this region and a further 
concentration of economic power in a centrally controlled authority. We con- 
sider such legislation another step toward socialism and contrary to the prin- 
ciples of our free Republic. 

The West Coast Mineral Association urges the subcommittee to disapprove 
this proposed bill and any other legislation which may destroy private enter- 
prise or endanger the economic rights and freedom of the people. 

It will be appreciated if you will include this statement in the hearing record. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LEwie WILLIAMS. 

SEATTLE, WASH. 


WESTERN WASHINGTON RECLAMATION INSTITUTE, 
Seattle, Wash., January 28, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The Western Washington Reclamation Institute at its annual meet- 
ing held December 11, 1958, passed the attached resolution 2 relating to the 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 

This resolution directs me as secretary to send you a copy of said resolution 
and urge you to give it careful consideration. 


Sincerely yours, 
RawtpH V. Backstrom, Secretary. 


REsoLutTIon 2—CoLuMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


Approved at the 19th annual meeting of the Western Washington Reclamattion 
Institute held at Port Angeles, Wash., December 11, 1958 


Whereas a bill prepared for introduction into the 86th Congress of the United 
States proposing to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish a 
Columbia River Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas, the legislation proposes the establishment of an independent Gov- 
ernment Corporation with broad powers over the construction, operation, and 
development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas, this proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for valley authority 
control, and, in effect, would be a Valley Authority under another name; and 

Whereas, the powers granted to this proposed Corporation would seriously 
threaten State water rights and local control over water for beneficial consump- 
tive purposes, including agriculture, and would deprive Washington of control 
over the waters that rise within its boundaries ; and 

Whereas, this proposed Corporation would be primarily interested in power 
production, with the result that long-range planning of water resources for 
the benefit of agriculture and reclamation would be hampered; and 

Whereas, there is no need for the creation of new governmental control 
agencies to participate in the water-resource development of the Pacific North- 
west ; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Western Washington Reclamation Institute, in accord- 
ance with its previously held position in opposition to any type of valley author- 
ity legislation, does hereby oppose and register its objection to the passage of 
§. 3114 or any similar legislation to create a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration and urges the congressional delegation from Washington to work for 
its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, to the chairman of the House Committee 
on Public Works, and the Washington State members of the legislature. 

Ratpu V. Backstrom, Secretary-Treasurer. 
SEATTLE, WASH. 
SEATTLE, WASH. 


Nore.—At the 19th annual meeting of the institute, the constitution and by- 
laws were amended changing the name to Western Washington Resources 
Council. 
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SEATTLE, WasH., December 8, 1958. 
Re Columbia River Development Corporation. 


Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
New U.S. Courthouse 
Portland, Oreg. 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to submit the following statement in sup- 
port of the proposed plan to establish a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration. 

The U.S. Public Works Administration and the Congress started the develop- 
ment of major power projects on the Columbia River in 1933-34 with a result- 
ing power supply that has been of great value to our Nation and to the people 
of the Northwestern States. Although development of projects has continued 
intermittently in spite of tremendous opposition, this area has suffered from 
time to time from power shortages with consequent unemployment. We need a 
corporation with a public utility responsibility so that we shall aways have an 
adequate power supply. 

But there is another reason more compelling and that is the necessity for con- 
servation of water resources for—Water is life. 

The population of our country is growing and statisticians now predict about 
210 million people in 1970, and more and more peoples as the years go on. 

Where will these people live? Where will they find jobs and food? Not in 
our deserts, but rather where there is an ample fresh water supply for without 
water we die. 

We have an obligation to posterity to conserve our fresh water supplies. Each 
step in the utilization of our river systems should be planned to develop the full 
potential of the water resources. 

And the wonder of it all is that power will largely pay the bill. Electric 
energy from the development of the water resources is precious too and will pay 
for the dams that are essential for water conservation. 

We should not build any dam that will foreclose the full development of our 
water resources. 

Some people sdy “Oh well, we will learn how to purify the water from our 
oceans.” We can do that now, but it is costly. And who will pump such water 
inland and up where it will be needed? Who will pay that bill? 

Let us not betray posterity. Water is life. Without water, we die. 

Your very truly, 
E. R. HorrMan. 


RENTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Renton, Wash., December 30, 1958. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: At a meeting of our board of directors held on 
Monday, December 22, 1958, the following resolution was adopted: 

“The Renton Chamber of Commerce strongly opposes passage by the 86th 
Congress of the United States of any legislation, such as was contained in S. 3114 
of the 85th Congress, which would vest in a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration, or any federally controlled authority or agency, a vast concentration of 
control over the development and observation of the resources of the Pacifie 
Northwest.” 

We sincerely hope that you will give due consideration to this resolution. 

Sincerely, 
Henry J. REYNOLDS, 
Executive Vice President. 


RICHLAND, WASH., December 9, 1958. 
Re Columbia River Development Corporation. 
Senator Henry M, JAcKSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Somehow, we found ourselves in complete ignorance when news 
was released of the Public Works Committee hearings on the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation. We should appreciate receiving a copy of the 
proposed legislation and any other pertinent material. 
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Our principal concern is that such authority in a superagency might not be 
as responsive to public fish and wildlife interests on the Columbia River even 
as much as in the present scheme of things. I wired Senator Neuberger at the 
Portland hearing as follows: 

‘“‘Are the rights of fish and wildlife fully protected in the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation? Will the Corporation be able to run roughshod 
over conservationist and Interior Department objections to particular power 

rojects?” 
7 _ should appreciate any assistance or information you can give us. 

We are likewise concerned but in the dark, except for occasional newspaper 
releases, about the status of the Canadian water storage question. A recent 
release indicated that favorable action was imminent, but did not go into detail. 

Very truly yours, 
W. O. Switzer, 
Chairman, Steelhead Committee, 
Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, Inc. 





Pustic Urmrry District No. 1, FraNKLIN CouUNTY, 
Pasco, Wash., December 9, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I sincerely regret that conflicting commitments 
make it impossible for me to testify in person at one of the hearings which 
you are conducting the Pacific Northwest on the proposed Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation Act of 1959. 

The following statement is submitted for consideration of the Subcommittee 
on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors of the Committee on Public Works, and 
for inclusion in the transcript of the subcommittee’s hearings. 

Speaking in my capacity as manager of the Franklin County Public Utility 
District, which provides electric service to more than 7,000 customers, I strongly 
endorse the proposed legislation and urge its approval in substantially its 
present form. 

A number of factors make future comprehensive multipurpose development 
of Columbia Basin water resources of the utmost importance to our area. 
There is strong evidence that no other area in the Pacific Northwest has greater 
potential for industrial and agricultural development, and the most important 
factor in that potential is water resource development for the following reasons: 

1. Franklin County is situated at the confluence of the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers at the present headwater terminal for slackwater navigation. 

2. Our service area is situation at the hub of the vast Northwest Power 
Pool. 

3. Our service area is situated at the southern edge of the Columbia 
Basin project and provides the transportation facilities (water, rail, air, 
and highway) for shipment of farm products from this growing reclama- 
tion project. 

Support of the Franklin County Public Utility District for the Columbia 
River Development Corporation legislation is based on three fundamental 
concepts. 

First, the waters of the Columbia River system represent the Pacific North- 
west’s greatest resource. 

Second, the Pacific Northwest and the Nation cannot afford less than full 
comprehensive development of this resource. The uncoordinated, partial, piece- 
meal development now taking place is resulting in a waste of this valuable 
resource and should not be permitted to continue. Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation legislation offers a sound method of achieving comprehensive 
development, responsive to the needs and wishes of the region, and with full 
and balanced consideration of all potential uses and benefits. 

Third, the rivers of the Columbia River system recognize no State bound- 
aries. Planning and development must be undertaken on a regional basis in 
keeping with the basic objectives of conservation—achieyement of the greatest 
good for the greatest number for the longest time. We believe this can best 
be accomplished with the regional corporation type of administration which 
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would provide adequate machinery for local grassroots advice, counsel, and 
participation in decisions, and at the same time, be responsible to Congress for 
planning and justification of projects and financial accountability. 

It is already apparent that strong forces are rising in opposition to the 
proposed legislation. It is equally apparent that these forces are the same 
ones that opposed construction of Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams and the 
Columbia Basin project. Their shortsightedness and their continuing prac- 
tice of placing private interest ahead of the public welfare and regional prog- 
ress have been exposed and discredited in the past. Their opposition to the 
proposed Columbia River Development Corporation should be evaluated in 
the light of past performance. 

Very truly yours, 
Harry H. Hupiow, Manager. 


AERONAUTICAL INDUSTRIAL District Lopee 751, 
Seattle, Wash., January 8, 1959. 


Subject: Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Please be advised that this organization is whole- 
heartedly in support of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

We are very sorry that we did not attend the hearings that were scheduled in 
Seattle on December 9, but the communication arrived too late for anyone to 
attend. 

With our very best wishes for continued success, I am, 

Sincerely, 
Water EB. Bere, 
District Secretary-Treasurer. 


WASHINGTON PupsLtic Power Suppity System, 
Kennewick, Wash., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The Washington Public Power Supply System, a 
joint operating agency, consisting of 18 Washington public utility districts, wishes 
to take cognizance of and commend you for the field hearings you are now 
conducting in the Northwest on the proposed amendment to the Bonneville Act 
and the establishment of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The Washington Public Power Supply System and each of its members through 
the NWPPA and the State PUD association have supported and endorsed a 
program to improve the operation of the Federal system in the Northwest by 
replacing the provisional Bonneville Administration with a Federal corporation 
having appropriate authority and power. Since the principal objective of the 
WPPSS is to provide an adequate and low-cost future power supply for its 
members, we are vitally interested and concerned with the present and future 
power supplies available from Federal plants. 

Unfortunately, a copy of the revised draft of the CRDC bill was not received 
in time for an analysis and discussion by our group prior to the scheduled 
hearings. We therefore request the opportunity to submit comments and 
suggestions for inclusion in the record of these hearings at a later date. 

Very truly yours, 
OwEen W. Hupp, 
Managing Director. 


37710—59—pt. z-—_ 1 
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WasHINGTON Pustic Power Supply System, 
Kennewick, Wash., January 14, 1959. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: Reference is made to our letter of December 8, 1958, 
regarding the committee draft of the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. We would appreciate having this letter entered into the record 
of the field hearings as representing the position of the Washington Public Power 
Supply System with regard to the committee draft of the CRDC bill. 

We wish to endorse the action taken by the Washington PUD association on 
the committee draft of the CRDC bill as set forth in the resolution adopted by 
the PUD association at the annual meeting held December 4-5, 1958. 

In view of our interest in the construction of hydroelectric and thermal projects 
which, for one reason or another, are not suited to Federal construction, we are 
particularly concerned with the provisions of the committee draft with regard 
to the Corporation’s ability to purchase power from non-Federal projects and to 
enter into such other arrangements as may be desirable for the use of such power 
in the best public interest. We believe that the present language is too restrictive 
and should be liberalized. We understand that changes will be suggested by 
Mr. Norwood which are intended to overcome these objections. We will appre- 
ciate the opportunity to review any proposed changes in bills subsequently to be 
introduced in Congress. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity to submit our views with regard to 
this very importuut piece of legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
Owen W. Horp, 
Managing Director. 
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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1958 
U.S. Senate, 


ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON FLoop Con'rrot—Rivers AND Harsors, 
Coeur d’ Alene, Idaho. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in the court- 
room of the Federal Building, T. W. Sneed presiding. 

Present : T. W. Sneed, M. C. Mapes, Jr., and Rodney Moulton. 

Mr. Sneep. The meeting will come to order. 

First, I would like to introduce myself. I am T. W. Sneed, a mem- 
ber of the technical staff of the Senate Public Works Committee. 

These hearings are being conducted by the Subcommittee on Flood 
Control—Rivers and Herbore of the Committee on Public Works, as 
authorized by Senator Dennis Chavez of New Mexico, the chairman 
of the committee, and Senator Robert S. Kerr of Oklahoma, chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

Senator Neuberger was supposed to preside today, but he wasn’t 
able to make it and he, rather than postpone the hearings, wanted the 
staff to collect the information to be presented at the hearing. 

I will introduce my associates, Mr. Milton Mapes, a member of the 
staff of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United 
States Senate; Mr. Rodney Moulton, a representative of Senator 
Francis Case of South Dakota, who is the ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Public Works. 

I will give you a little history of the matter to be considered today. 

In January 1958, there was introduced in the Senate a bill, S. 3114, 
to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation. In May 
and June of this year, the subcommittee held hearings in Washington 
on the bill, at which time numerous amendments, proposals, and 
changes were suggested. The subcommittee and various members 
considered those amendments and drafted a committee print with 
many of the proposed amendments included therein. This print was 
completed and forwarded to all parties known to be interested on 
November 21. It is possible that many organizations, officials, or in- 
terested parties did not receive a copy of the committee print in time 
to give it adequate analysis to prepare and present their views, so we 
will hold the record of this hearing open for something like 30 days, 
and at any time anyone has any additional information or suggestions, 
we will be glad to receive those at the Committee on Public Works, 
room 412, Senate Office Building, in Washington, D.C. 

The hearing today is on the committee print. Many times in Wash- 
ington we have committee hearings at which, due to the workload of 
the Senators, their many duties in carrying out their functions, the 
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hearing will be presided over by only one member of the committee. 
We try to make the hearings as complete as possible, have them 
printed, and distribute them to every member of the committee and 
toevery member of the Senate from the area affected, so they can read 
the hearings, analyze them, and see what has been presented. 

That will be the case today. Even though there are no Senators 
present, we would appreciate any suggestion, any proposed amend- 
ments, that might be offered. The hearings will be kept open, but 
they will be printed, will be distributed to the interested Senators and 
to the members of the committee for analysis of the information that 
has been presented. 

It is possible, after all the information is in, sometime early in the 
next session of Congress, a new bill will be drafted for introduction in 
the Senate, at which time then or before the bill is considered further, 
additional hearings will be held in Washington. 

I will say that we appreciate being here, we are glad to see the 
large attendance here. We know that this is a measure that is of 
intense interest to the area. Senator Neuberger conducted a hearing 
in Portland on Monday, Seattle on Tuesday, we will get the informa- 
tion here today, and he will be in Kalispell tomorrow at 9:30. 

I want to say again we appreciate your interest, but you furnished 
us some awfully good weather last night and this morning. It is 
kind of unusual for us, maybe you are used to this kind of weather. 

Mr. Mapes, do you have anything you would like to say ? 

Mr. Mares. Well, only perhaps to explain Senator Neuberger’s 
absence. I think most of the people present realize that he was 
operated on recently for cancer and, under the orders of his doctor, 
he is not allowed to be away from Portland, where he has radiation 
treatments every morning, for more than 1 day at a time. That meant 
he could be away yesterday to travel up to Seattle, but last night he 
had to go back to Portland, and this morning he will have his treat- 
ment and take the afternoon train to Kalispell. 

I think I might for the record mention that our reporter today is 
Mr. Donald B. Oden, of Spokane, who is going with us to Kalispell 
tomorrow. 

We have done something this trip that has not been done often, 
that is, using reporters from each area as we went along. Mr. Oden, 
however, is going to infringe upon the area of Montana tomorrow. 

Now, if there are additional witnesses who are not either on this 
list which has been provided for us and who have not requested time 
to appear from Senator Neuberger or the committee, be sure to get 
in touch with some member of the staff during the noon hour today. 

Mr. Snerxp. It appears we have a considerable list of witnesses. 
I would ask—lI don’t want to cut anyone off—I would ask, though, 
that you be as brief as possible, and if you have a long statement, you 
can read it or maybe brief it, give a synopsis, and I can assure you 
that the entire statement will be printed word for word in the tran- 
script for the consideration of the committee. 

Is there a representative of either Senator Church or Senator Dwor- 
shak ? 

(No response. ) 

A representative of Governor Smylie? 

(No response. ) 





BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 931 


Mr. Anderson has graciously coordinated the witnesses here and 
furnished us a list. Let me ask, Mr. Anderson, was there any particu- 
lar order that you would wish these witnesses to appear ? 

Mr. Anpverson. Probably the best way to be sure that we get all 
of them is to go right down the list. 

Mr. Snerep. Right down the list. 

Mr. Alex Coleman, Idaho State Reclamation Association. 

Just have a seat right there, Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. Coteman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sneep. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX 0. COLEMAN, IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Coteman. I am Alex O. Coleman of St. Anthony, Idaho, a 
farmer and livestock producer. I am appearing today as a repre- 
sentative of the Idaho State Reclamation Association, of which I am a 
director, and as Idaho’s director of the National Reclamation Associa- 
tion. 

These organizations have passed, at their last annual meetings, 
strong resolutions in opposition to the creation of Federal corpora- 
tions and valley authorities (National Resolution 4, Nov. 21, 1958, 
at Houston, Tex., and Idaho State Reclamation Resolution 7, May 
20, 1958, at Twin Falls, Idaho). They feel and know that a single 
agency of the type now being proposed under 8S. 3114, or the amend- 
ment of the Bonneville Act, would effectively be beyond the control 
of State or local groups with the power to override local proposals 
and to effectively dispose of the development of our regional natural 
resources, particularly our most important one, water. 

Under the proposed bill, power will become the paramount factor 
of the Columbia River Basin, not only hydroelectric power but 
Federal power and domination will be established for the control 
over all developments, large and small, of any resource of the region. 

The Corporation established by this legislation will be the sole 
judge of how, when, where, and by whom any development whatso- 
ever will take place. This Corporation can prevent any one else, even 
another Government agency, from building any project, whether for 
reclamation, power, navigation, or flood control. The Board of Di- 
rectors of this Corporation, according to this act, has complete con- 
trol over any resource development (sec. 3, subsec. B, lines 6 to 14, in- 
clusive, p. 10, amendments to Bonneville Act). 

The measuring stick to be used by the Board of Directors of this 
Corporation, by which this Board is to determine the financial feasi- 
bility of any project whatsoever, is the sale of hydroelectric power. 
Thus the Corporation becomes the planning agency for reclamation 
development of the upstream States with the principal objective of 
meeting anticipated power requirements. Where would the economy 
of the State of Idaho rest under such a plan? 

It states in the bill that the Corporation shall determine all rates 
for the sale of Federal power and that such rates shall be “uniform 
throughout prescribed transmission areas.” In what position does 
this place reclamation? In order to guarantee cheap power for the 
industrial areas of the Northwest, there is no assurance that the up- 
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stream States will receive the same rates as the downstream States. 
If cheap power rates are established for the industrial areas, there 
will be no residue of power revenue left for the development of recla- 
mation. Thus reclamation and other upstream purposes must fit 
the economy of the Corporation pattern for downstream uses. The 
entire upstream development, which determines the life and economy 
of our area, could be accomplished only by the sanction of the Cor- 
wee sene Board, the majority of which Board could well be dominated 

y downstream States. 

As an upstream State, we are unalterably opposed to any legisla- 
tion which grants control over us by a board whose entire philosophy 
is in favor of Federal or downstream control of our upstream de- 
velopment. According to the proposed legislation, three Board mem- 
bers constitute a quorum. If three or more Board members were ap- 
pointed from Oregon and Washington, they would have complete 
control of the Corporation. Only two such directors could decide 
any issue before the Board. 

Another disturbing feature of the proposed legislation is the quali- 
fications of the individuals who will be considered as eligible to act 
on the Board of Directors. First of all, each person receiving an 
appointment as a Director must be in complete accord with the so- 
cialistic philosophy of this bill. He must not possess even a belief 
in the principles of private industry. 

We, as reclamationists and farmers of Idaho, feel that such legis- 
lation, administered by such a Board, will inhibit, retard, and seriously 
hamper the future development of reclamation, the production of 
food and fiber for human consumption, impair the State in exercising 
its constitutional rights of managing and guiding its natural resource 
development. 

When Idaho was admitted to the Union as a State, her constitution 
was accepted by the Members of Congress and the Senators from 42 
States of the Union. One paragraph of that constitution in particular 
grants and regulates the right of the use of water within the State, and 
I quote: 

Water being essential to the industrial prosperity of the State, and all agri- 
cultural development throughout the greater portion of the State depending upon 
its apportionment to, and economical use by, those making a beneficial applica- 
tion of the same, its control shall be in the State, which, in providing for its 
use, shall equally guard all the various interests involved. All the waters of 


the State, when flowing in their natural channels, including the waters of all 
natural springs and lakes within the boundaries of the State— 


and I should like you to pay particular attention to this next clause— 


are declared to be the property of the State, whose duty it shall be to supervise 
their appropriations and allotments to those diverting the same therefrom for 
any beneficial purpose, and the right to the use of any waters of the State for 
useful and beneficial purposes is recognized and confirmed, and the right to the 
use of any of the public waters which have heretofore been or may hereafter be 
allocated or beneficially applied, shall not be considered as being the property 
right in itself, but such right shall become— 


and this is important— 


the complement of, or one of the appurtenances of, the land or other thing which, 
through necessity, said water is being applied; and the right to continue the use 
of any such water shall never be denied or prevented—- 
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now, these are the conditions under which Idaho was admitted as-a 
sovereign State to the Union— 

from any cause than the failure on the part of the users thereof to pay the ordi- 
nary charges or assessments which may be made to cover the expenses for 
delivery of such water. 

Agriculture has always been Idaho’s basic industry, and it has been 
the major influence in the overall economy of the State. Over the past 
15 years the increase in production of most of the major crops and in 
livestock has been approximately 40 percent. Idaho ranks high 
among the top-producing States in the production of potatoes, sugar 
beets, dry beans, vegetables, and forage and garden seeds. There are 
many factors in the overall economy of the country and the rapid 
development and increase of population for continual agricultural 
expansion. With the basic natural resources of an abundance of 
water and the abundance of fertile soil, there is no limit to our growth 
and development if we are not restricted by such legislation as is now 
before us for consideration. 

I can think of many ways of developing electric power other than 
by the use of water. But there is only one way of producing fat lambs 
and steers, of growing sugar beets, potatoes, and grain. To produce 
these essential food products, equally necessary to the welfare and for 
the common defense of our Nation, we must have water and land. 

We as irrigationists feel that it is just as essential, or maybe more 
so, to have restrictions on the use of water for power as it is to limit 
the use of water for irrigation. All the statistics point to a tremen- 
dous increase m our population in the immediate future. And we 
know there will be no increase in our water supply, but the demand 
for water will be ever increasing. 

Under the proposed legislation, the Board of Directors is given the 
power to transfer any water problem from the State courts to a Fed- 
eral district court, regardless of the will of the other parties involved 
in the action. 

Thousands of cases involving water rights have been tried and 
settled within the State courts. Thousands upon thousands of dollars 
have been spent in the clarification of water rights. We are justly 
fearful that all of this will be junked and that a new set of codes and 
ethics will be established which will require years of legal litigation 
and untold sums of money, to say nothing of the ultimate outcome, 
which will certainly be to the advantage of the Federal agencies and 
their domination and paramount rights over all of our water. 

We are suspicious, and rightly so, that the proposed legislation now 
before us is only a vehicle on the part of the socialistic-minded, Fed- 
eral monopoly, hydroelectric public power groups in Congress and 
the Senate and the Northwest, to gain control of the waters of the 
Columbia River Basin region for their selfish purposes only. 

If the proponents of this bill are as truly concerned with the welfare 
of reclamation and the irrigation of the region as they are purported 
to be, they should support Federal legislation requiring those Federal 
agencies charged with the duty of developing projects for the use 
and control of waters of the States lying wholly or partly west of the 
98th meridian, with respect. to all navigable and nonnavigable waters, 
to proceed both as to existing rights and as to future rights in sub- 
stantial compliance with the laws of the State wherein the use is 
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being made, and provide that the United States may be sued in State 
courts. Anything other than this is evidence that they are not fully 
concerned with “promoting the general economic welfare of the Pa- 
cific Northwest and the Nation” (p. 2, lines 4 and 5 of S. 3114). 

The proposed bill deprives Idaho of the right to develop her own 
natural resources. Water is to Idaho what coal and oil is to the great 
States of Utah, Pennsylvania, and Wyoming. Water is to Idaho 
what copper is to Montana. Water is to Idaho what natural gas is 
to Oklahoma and Texas. Water is to Idaho what offshore oil is to 
Texas, Louisiana, and California. If we are, as citizens of Idaho, 
forced into federalization of water, our chief natural resource, why 
then should not all other States be forced into federalization of their 
natural resources ? 

A leading Socialist and a former employee of the Bonneville Power 
Administration, Dr. Carl D. Thompson, in a speech before the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, had this to say about public power: 

The movement for public superpower becomes the most vital phase of the 
public ownership movement. The control of electric power will obviously carry 
with it the control of the industries of the Nation, the control of transportation, of 
mining, and agriculture. It will also dominate and determine very largely the 
domestic life of the people. Blectric power is the key to the coming civilization. 
The struggles, therefore, to secure the public ownership and control of this great 
strategic resource may yet become the supreme issue of America. 

Gentlemen, in conclusion let me say, as emphatically as it is possible 
for me to say, that the water users of Idaho and the communities along 
the Snake River and its tributaries who are dependent upon the water 
for their economy are absolutely opposed to this bill. 

We farmers in Idaho who own and operate farmlands, drawing 
water from the Snake River and its tributaries, put up our tand, our 
sweat and toil, and then we pray, trusting that the elements, blight, and 
market conditions will be favorable, for we have no control over such 
risks as these. But we can be heard in opposition to this proposed 
legislation, and we want you to know that we will have none of it. 
We do not intend to gamble the water for our lands, which is a prop- 
erty right, from some empty promises made by unscrupulous poli 
ticlans and public-power enthusiasts of the Northwest. Without water 
our land is worthless. It is obvious that control of water is control of 
the land which is made productive by that water. 

Federal control of water means, therefore, the ultimate control 
of land, of what we sow, what we harvest, how we shall live, and 
how we shall labor. It takes the control of water from the people 
who live in the area and puts it in the hands of a federally appointed, 
regional boards composed of five men of unqualified, socialistic ideals 
and philosophy. As an upstream State, we refuse to gamble the con- 
trol of our water by placing it in the hands of a board of directors 
who are to be chosen in the manner as outlined in this bill, 

Gentlemen, it has been a pleasure to appear before you today. 

Mr. Snerep. Thank you, Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. Coteman. Now I further have the resolutions passed by the 
Idaho State Association and also the resolution passed by the na- 
tional association. I also have a resolution from the Idaho State 
Tax Committee, and I think that is the extent. 

Mr. Mapes. Is that three separate resolutions ? 
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Mr. Coteman. Yes, that is two separate, one from the Idaho State 
and one from the national. 

Mr, Marzs. Yes, 

Mr. Snzep. Those will appear in the record, Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. Coreman. Thank you. 

(The resolutions follow :) 


IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, INC., MAy 20, 1958 


RESOLUTION 7—OPPOSITION TO ESTABLISHING THE COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger, 
of Oregon, and others, a bill, S. 3114, entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation”; and 

Whereas this bill proposes to set up a corporation in the Northwest with 
far-reaching powers for the construction, operation and development of water 
resources projects on the Columbia River and tributaries, including the Snake 
River in Idaho and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas it would duplicate and in some instances supersede authority re- 
posing at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission, and would have 
a veto power on any projects authorized or recommended by such agencies or 
by any private agencies; and 

Whereas 8. 3114 is another in a series of legislative proposals which threaten 
our rights, including water rights; and 

Whereas the establishing of such a corporation is a thinly disguised substi- 
tute for a valley authority and in effect, would constitute a form of Columbia 
Valley Authority; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Reclamation Association, with a membership of 
approximately 140 irrigation districts and canal companies in the Snake River 
Basin in Idaho, with approximately 2 million irrigated acres, has repeatedly 
gone on record as opposing any and all types of valley authorities and wants no 
part of turning control of our resources over to any central authority: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Idaho State Reclamation Association, at its annual meet- 
ing in Twin Falls, Idaho, on May 19-20, 1958, is unalterably opposed to S. 
3114 or any similar proposed legislation and urges the Idaho congressional dele- 
gates to work aggressively for its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transferred to the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works and to the members of the Idaho delega- 
tion in Congress. 


RESOLUTION NO. 4——-FEDERAL CORPORATIONS AND VALLEY AUTHORITIES 


(Included at p. 750) 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATED TAXPAYERS OF IDAHO 


The Associated Taxpayers of Idaho wishes to direct its comments to the com- 
mittee print of the act dated November 21, 1958, proposing to amend the Bon- 
neville Project Act and in particular to section 5, subsection (¢) of section 2 of 
said act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4.(a) The Corporation may require, by purchase, lease, exchange, con- 
demnation, or donation, such real and personal property, or any interest there- 
in, including lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission 
lines, substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Cor- 
poration finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this act.” 

Also any other part of the act which endangers the tax base of State and 
local government in Idaho, particularly local government. 

The above-quoted section provides that the proposed authority would be 
privileged to acquire by condemnation, if necessary, electric utility property 
representing $70,525,525 of assessed valuation (1958) and further, prevent any 
increase in tax base which would accrue in the future by the construction of 
private taxpaying power utilities. 
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The assessed valuation in Idaho has increased $65,830,515 during the last 6 
years, 27.29 percent of which has been an increase in private power-utility valua- 
tion. And there is considerable amount under construction presently which 
will further benefit the taxing units involved—school district, counties, - cities 
and villages, cemetery districts, highway districts and the State of Idaho. 

The private electric utilities will pay in excess of $5,056,000 in property taxes on 
their 1958 property. If the units of government involved were to lose that 
tax revenue, some would never recover, since they have geared the operation 
of their units to that tax base. 

The Associated Taxpayers of Idaho has published reports for 12 years show- 
ing the increase in property taxes, each time pointing out that the increase indi- 
eates the ever-increasing need for more revenue by the units of government in- 
volved, particularly the schools and cities of the State. Taxing units need 
not only the increase in tax base brought about by new construction of private 
electric facilities, but also the increase in industrial development brought about 
by the increased availability of power, natural resources, and other contributing 
factors. 

If Idaho is to keep pace with the advances it has made in the recent past, it 
must have the benefit of the revenue from the development of all its natural re- 
sources, those presently producing and those which indicate future development. 
Any act or authority which endangers the present use of a natural resource 
would reduce the value of the property now producing wealth, particularly agri- 
culture and thus lower the present standard of governmental operation and also 
personal income of the State. 

With all of its present production, Idaho has the lowest per capita personal 
income (1957) of any of the 11 Western States. Further reduction possible 
under the provisions of this proposed act, in light of other public laws, would 
certainly curtail even present production of agriculture and other natural re- 
sources and would stifle the possibility of future development encouraged by 
the industrial gains experienced during the last few years. 

This association opposes any legislation establishing a Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation or any Columbia River Valley authority. 

Max Yost, 
Executive Manager, Associated Taxpayers of Idaho, 
Boise, IDAHO. 


Mr. Snerp. Let me ask you a question. 

You feel now that most of the reclamation projects have been con- 
structed unless they can obtain some help from the power revenues, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Coteman. Oh, I wouldn’t say that. We have in Idaho a great 
many thousand acres of land that can be developed through pumping 
from this underground water source. We have a tremendous source of 
underground water and, of course, that water is returned to the river 
along in the valley, and it is only natural that when that water is taken 
from underneath the ground and put on top, it is going to inhibit the 
return flow and the private industries are going in there and develop- 
ing, drilling wells and developing it. They are developing at the rate 
of about 250,000 acres a year and it is still going on. There are still 
thousands of acres that can be developed in that manner and there is 
no Federal aid needed in that. 

However, the Federal Government is coming in and doing some of 
their own, too. 

Mr. Sneep. You are familiar with the provision that one member of 
the Board be appointed from each State ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. That's right. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you think, page 28, paragraph (c), that the provi- 
sion there does not protect your State ? 

Mr.Coteman. Which provision are you speaking of ? 

Mr. Mares. Read it into the record. 
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Mr. Sneep. Let me read it into the record. 

Mr. Coteman. OK. 

Mr. Sneep. Section 12(c) : 

Nothing in this act shall affect or in any way interfere with the laws of any 
State rélating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water used 
in irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Corporation, in 
carrying out the provisions of this act, shall proceed in conformity with such 
laws, and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of the Federal 
Government or of any landowner, appropriator, or user of water in, to, or from 
any interstate stream or the waters thereof. 

I just might say, if you would look that over and if you have any 
suggestion of any changes or any amendments, we would be glad to 
receive those. 

Mr. Coteman. Well, may I comment on that? 

Mr. Sweep. Yes, certainly. 

Mr. Coteman. I think that is just sop for the settlers. I really do. 
You know what the Supreme Court has said in these decisions. We 
have the Pelton case, we have the Hawthorne case, we have several 
cases. Thecase on the Santa Margarita River, that is still in court. 

What does it mean? It doesn’t mean a thing, that is just sop for 
the suckers, as far as I’m concerned. 

Mr. Mares. Are you testifying about the present bill or are you testi- 
fying about the 

Mr. Coteman. [am testifying on the present bill. 

Mr. Mares. Well, is there anything in the present bill which would 
extend the power of the Federal Government over, for instance, your 
water rights in defiance of this section of the bill ? 

Mr. Coteman. I don’t think there is anything in there that even 
protects the water rights. I just believe that is just sop. It doesn’t 
mean a thing, I think that is just dressing. 

Mr. Mares. In other words, it is your opinion that the Board of 
Directors could merely proceed and ignore that section of the bill? 

Mr, Coteman. I certainly do, and if we objected to it all they would 
have to do would be refer it to the Federal court or the Supreme Court, 
and you know what their decisions are on these things, 

Take the Pelton case and these others, they say the State has no 
rights, they are supreme. 

‘[ maintain if fide is something to be done, we should pass some 
sort of legislation to give us some protection, instead of passing legis- 
lation to give us less all the time as we go along like this is doing. 

Mr, Marrs. Could you 130) any provision which would give 





more protection than section 12(c) ? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes. I would suggest legislation similar to the 
Barrett bill. 

Mr. Movrron. Are you familiar with title III of the 1958 Flood 
Control Act with regard to water supply ¢ 

Mr. CoteMAN. No;lamnot. 1953? 

Mr. Mouton. 1958. 

Mr. Coteman. 1958: No;Iam not. 

Mr. Movtron. It enunciates the policy of the Congress with regard 
to water supply, domestic, municipal, and industrial. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you have any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Mapes. I think not, Mr. Sneed. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you. 
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Mr. Coteman. Thank you. 
Mr. Sneep. Mr. Sanborn, Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. You 


may proceed, Mr. Sanborn. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN SANBORN, IDAHO FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


Mr. Sanzorn. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the distinguished 
Senator can’t be with us today. I was hoping he could be. On behalf 
of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation and myself, I want to thank 
you very much for this privilege of appearing before you and pre- 
senting the Farm Bureau’s stand on proposed legislation to set up 
a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

For the past two decades or more, Idaho has seen a threat growing 
ugainst its State’s right issue of water priorities. ‘There has been an 
attitude in some quarters specifically designed to make our fears 
appear ridiculous. A part of this conspiracy was to point out that 
the water rights of the States have not been jeopardized under the 
increasing centralization of government. The fears of Idaho and 
other States have been entirely justified by recent rulings of the U.S. 
Supreme Court; namely, the Pelton Dam case, Hawthorne, Nevada v. 
US. Navy Department, and the Santa Margarita case. 

We shall not go into these cases as they are well known in these 
States whose water rights are being threatened, but let us recall the 
reaction of a law professor at the University of Oregon. When the 
shocking decision was announced in the Pelton Dam case in Oregon, 
he said a suitable plaque ought to be affixed to the dam, reading: 

Pelton Dam: The authorization for this dam on June 5, 1955, by the Supreme 


Court of the United States of America, ends the system of State administration 
of western water laws, as previously recognized and enforced for 100 years. 


We in Idaho, especially the farmers who depend upon irrigation 
for their livelihood in agriculture, no longer have ungrounded fears 
for the future of agriculture through an uninterrupted abundance 
of water for irrigation. The decisions of the highest Court in the 
land now plainly imply the destruction of authority of States to claim 
the waters of any stream. 

Charles Butler, land and water use director, American Farm Bu- 
reau Federation, has declared that— 

He who controls the water resources of the West, be he an individual who 
holds water rights under laws of his State, or a bureaucrat in Washington, D.C., 
who holds his right as an administrator of a Federal agency, controls the 
political and economic well-being of all those affected by his decisions. The 
issue is very clearly public versus Government rights, as represented by the 
ambition and desire of a Federal agent. 

Under Senate bill 3114 and similar bills to follow, which will put 
practically all water and water rights in the hands of a Corporation 
of five directors, Idaho foresees its economic development facing a 
standstill. The proposal calling for five directors to be appointed 
by the President could leave Idaho completely without authority to 
control the water running through our State. Conceivably, Idaho 
could be left entirely off the Board of Directors. 

And right here I would like to remark that this was made before 
the committee print came into our hands; and, of course, that changes 
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that particular item there that Idaho can have, under your committee 
print, one director. However, the general results stay the same. 

Even with a token representation on the Board, three directors 
would form a quorum, making it possible for two directors to decide 
any issue before the Board. ; 

The Idaho Farm Bureau, representing nearly half the farm families 
of Idaho, must vigorously oppose any such proposal to set up bureau- 
eratic control of so vital a part of our lives. Without an abundance 
of water, Idaho will make no progress. It might even retrogress to 
desert status. We must have more than an abundance of water this 
year or next. We must have the assurance that for a century the 
water in our State is ours to use as we know best. Without this 
assurance—and we would have no assurance under this bill—indi- 
viduals seeking permanent investment would wisely look elsewhere, 
if there be that place left, where a board of five human beings would 
have no authority to dry up the lifeline of that area. 

Sponsors of this bill do not represent Idaho. Yet Idaho is, with- 
out question, the State that would be most adversely affected by it. 
We would have everything to lose, and probably would. Not the 
slightest hint appears in the bill that Idaho could benefit in the 
smallest iota. 

The very essence of the bill is dictatorial. It forces its tentacles 
into an innocent State for the benefit of its neighbors. It is a con- 
tinuation of the fight of the Northwest Public Power Association to 
grab complete control of all water for a centralized government and 
its increasing anxiety to destroy the last vestige of State’s rights. 

We are opposed to legislation setting up a Columbia River Devel- 
opment Corporation because: 

Such legislation would violate State’s right in a number of ways. 

Control of water and power would rob Idaho of her water rights 
and thus continued abundance of water for irrigation, for the Cor. 
poration would determine the relative importance of water, reclama- 
tion, and flood control. No director, other than an Idahoan, could 
have the background to understand the importance of water to Idaho’s 
continued progress in agriculture. 

The issue of who would control all electric power, even water, is 
very much in doubt. Idaho would have no assurance of representa- 
tion on the Board of Directors—and there again, in the committee 
print, you do recognize one director—and would have only a token 
control over her water. How the courts will interpret such legislation 
must be ever present in our minds. 

The Bureau of Reclamation would no longer be the marketing 
agency for Federal power in Idaho from such plants as Palisades 
and Anderson Ranch. Even the sale of power from Idaho Power Co. 
plants to Federal projects would be regulated and controlled by the 
Corporation. ; 

Construction of power facilities in Idaho would be limited by the 
Corporation’s approval. 

Idaho is a reclamation State, and any change in the control of 
reclamation projects could be calamitous for Idaho. 

The Federal Treasury would be obligated to purchase revenue bonds 
and only the Treasury could purchase the bonds. This type of financ- 
ing would cover the real costs of operation, since the bond financing 
would not appear as Federal appropriations. 
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For these reasons and many others, which the testimony of other 
individuals will bring out, the Idaho Farm Bureau strenuously oppose 
Senate bill 3114 or any to follow which will attempt to place water 
and. power of the Northwest in the control.of a board of directors. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Sanborn. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Mapes! 

Mr. Mares. I think the only question I had, Mr. Sanborn, was your 
statement that the Corporation would determine the relative impor- 
tance of water, reclamation, and flood control. Was that in the com- 
mittee print or was that where you were thinking of S. 3114? 

Mr. Sanzorn. Well, I believe it is the same in either case. The com- 
mittee print doesn’t change the effect of that statement, as I read it. 

Mr. Mares. It would determine the relative importance of water, 
reclamation, and flood control? Is there any specific section which 
causes that concern in your mind ¢ 

Mr. Sanzorn. Well, I can’t refer to any specific section right now, 
but it naturally follows that when the Corporation is handling the 
power in a stream, it has to handle the whole stream setup, and this 
bill, as I take it, gives it that power over the waters in the stream of the 
Columbia Basin. 

Mr. Mapes. You do understand that under the present committee 
draft, the Corporation would merely provide funds for the existing 
Federal agencies. The Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engi- 
neers would actually build the multipurpose projects on the river. 
You understand that, is that correct ? 

Mr. Sanzorn. I understand also from reading the bill that their 
OK would be necessary on any such subject, even though they do not 
actually build such project, that they would have the authority toOK 
or knock out or disapprove such a project. 

Mr. Mares. Well, I think I should point out that that section, the 
so-called veto power in the S. 3114, which is the original draft of this 
bill, was removed in this bill. It is no longer in the committee print 
at all. No Corporation approval is required for any project any where 
on the rivers of the Northwest. 

Mr. Sanzorn. If the Corporation is going to furnish the funds with 
which to build, I believe that they will have the final approval. 
Otherwise, I don’t believe they would furnish the funds. 

Mr. Mares. You were referring merely to the Federal projects, in 
other words ? 

Mr. Sanzorn. Well, yes, to Federal projects, sure, although as I un- 
derstand the legislation, they would have much to say about private 
projects, which they would be permitted or not. They would have 
the final say. 

Mr. Mapes. As the bill is presently written ? 

Mr. Sanporn. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Mapes, No, not in the present draft. That provision was writ- 
ten into S. 3114 and it was removed because of the protest of people 
like yourself in the hearings in Washington, D.C., and it is no longer 
in the present bill. : 

Mr. Sansorn. Now, if you might pardon me, I was interested in 
your comments before I came on—let’s see, it is section 12(c) on page 
28 of the committee print—and you read that in showing that the 
State laws on water were protected, but it also goes on and this seems 
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to me the joker of the deal. It says that, “The Corporation, in carry- 
ing out the provisions of this act, shall proceed in conformity with such 
laws, and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of the 
Federal Government,” and that is where the joker is, because the 
Supreme Court of the United States has already pretty well defined 
that the Federal Government has much more control than the States do 
in these interstate streams. 

Now, if you don’t have any other questions 

Mr. Sweep. Well, I would make a comment, that I think on these 
multipurpose ps that are being developed by any other Federal 
agencies, the Corporation would only furnish the funds allocated to 
power and the other funds for the remainder of the project would be 
appropriated by Congress. 

Mr. Sanzorn. That’s right. I believe I understand that. On the 
other hand, if the power end of the project in many cases is a very 
vital part of the project and if they withheld those funds from the 
project, it would pretty nearly make the project unfeasible, and so, 
after all, they would have a very vital say in whether the project would 
go ahead or not. 

Mr. Sneep. Well, I think that would be up to Congress to decide. 
They could appropriate the funds even for the power to the existing 
agency, if they developed the whole project, but then they would have 
to deliver the power to the Corporation, the Corporation would be the 
marketing agency. 

Mr. Mares. I think Mr. Sneed’s point is valid on that. There is 
nothing in this act to prevent Congress from appropriating the entire 
amount for the entire project, but the Corporation may contribute, 
is authorized to contribute, the financial assistance for the power de- 
velopment if it wishes, but if in your case it decided it did not want to, 
still the Congress could do so. 

Mr. Sanporn. If I might be permitted, I would like to just add a 
statement or two as an individual. 

Mr. Sneep. Certainly. 

Mr. Sanporn. I might say that I was a Member of Congress from 
January 1947, to January 1951. I was very well acquainted with Sen- 
ator Case at that time when he was a Congressman and enjoyed his 
acquaintanceship very much. 

I would like to say that at that time the Columbia Valley Authority 
was a burning issue and I happened to be right in the midst of it repre- 
senting the Second District of Idaho in Congress, and I can see very 
little difference in this legislation from the Columbia Valley Authority. 
It isthe Columbia Valley Authority dressed up a little differently and 
called a different name. This doesn’t goas far as the Valley Authority 
proposal did, possibly, but, on the other hand, it does cover the hydro- 
electric development of the Columbia Basin, and from my standpoint, 
that is taking into a Government agency a concentration of power away 
from the people and absolutely contrary to the American concept of 
government, and it is socialistic. 

I might say that back in the twenties we had a Socialist Party. Ap- 
parently we do not have one on the ballot today the same as we had 
then, but at that time in their party platform they made no bones 
about the fact that the easiest and the most effective way to socialize 
America was to get control of the power of the country and they 
proposed valley authorities. 
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Well, in the thirties, they decided that they could do more effective 
work by infiltrating the parties in power than to run as an independent 
party, and that is what they largely did. 

This act does the very thing for the Northwest that they advocated 
in their party platform, and it certainly is a socializing element. 

Mr: Mouton. Mr. Sanborn, may I make a comment to you since 
you mentioned Senator Case ? 

Mr. Sanporn. Yes. 

Mr. Mouuron. He has taken no position on this bill. Although it is 
called a committee print, that doesn’t mean that it is concurred in by 
all the members of the committee. 

Mr. Sanzorn. No, I understand. 

Mr. Moutron. And he is presently on duty with the Armed Services 
Committee, and he asked me to come up here, so I am in the process 
of studying this legislation so I can inform him. He will later on take 
his position next year when the final bill is drafted and when addi- 
tional hearings are held. 

I thought you might like to know that. 

Mr. Sanporn. Yes, I would. Thank you for that. 

There is just one more comment I want to make on that. 

Now this committee print, if it is the bill that is finally introduced—- 
of course, there is no guarantee that this will be the bill that will 
finally be introduced—however, if it is, and if it is passed by this 
Congress coming up, there is no guarantee that the next Congress will 
not amend this bill giving the Corporation further powers and, in 
other words, work right back into what we have tried to stay away 
from, the Columbia Valley Authority. There is nothing that this Con- 
gress, no matter what they enact, can hold the next Congress from 
amending it. 

And you asked for suggestions to better this bill. My one sug- 
gestion is that you strike the enacting clause. 

Mr. Sneep. You are absolutely correct, Mr. Sanborn, that one Con- 
gress does not bind any of the Congresses that follow. You mention 
the old C.V.A. bill. 1 was there, you remember, and he had exhaus- 
tive hearings on S. 1645, I believe. 

Mr. Sanzorn. Yes. I was on the Public Lands Committee and took 
a very active interest. 

Mr. Snzep. Yes,sir. Well thank you very much for your testimony, 
Mr. Sanborn. 

Mr. Wilbur F. Wilson, Idaho Wool Growers Association. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR F. WILSON, PRESIDENT, IDAHO WOOL 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wutson. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is Wilbur F. Wilson. I liveat Hammett, Idaho. I am president 
of the Idaho Wool Growers Association: I am a sheepman as well as 
a farmer. To provide feed for our livestock operations I farm about 
1,000 acres of irrigated lands along the middle Snake River. 

The Idaho Wool Growers Association, for which I am speaking 
today, is a voluntary organization of sheepmen founded in 1894. 
Members of this association number approximately 2,000 who run 
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sheep on farms and rangelands in Idaho. Operators of range sheep 
must be owners of feed-producing lands and lands in order to 
qualify for rights to use the Federal-owned lands. e commensurate 
base for such operations was established many years ago as a require- 
ment in the use of Federal lands. Growers have acquired these prop- 
erties with the express assurance they carry with them the tenure of 
use necessary to maintain their livestock operations. Livestock opera- 
tions are, therefore, closely tied to properties and water rights, along 
with interdependent Federal lands. 

The following is the official action of the association I represent 
with respect to Federal control of Idaho water in its allocation for 
power production. 

We oppose the delegation of control and management of Idaho waters for 
power use to any group or board and particularly the formation of a Columbia 
River Development Corporation as proposed by national legislative action in 
8. 3114, or through any similar act. 

In behalf of these owners of private lands, water rights, and estab- 
lished livestock grazing setups, I am here today to tell you why we 
are opposed to any legislation such as S. 3114, I also take note of 
what is said to be a revised version of this type of legislation. 

An outline of the points set out in a revised version are as objec- 
tionable as those contained in the original proposal, S. 3114. As 
holders of land and water rights with deed and equity long standing, 
we do not see any need for such legislation. Idaho has long held the 
right of jurisdiction over its waters. We know of no reason why 
that condition should not continue to exist. Presently there are 
amply qualified agencies fully familiar with an established pattern 
of water resources and the need to properly and fully safeguard them. 

We oppose the all-inclusive control of such resources by five men, 
who could*dictate the use of our waters for power development, or 
who could establish the overall land management agency with greater 
powers than those held by agencies presently chasied with this re- 
sponsibility. Bureaus and agencies with long experience and expert 
and practical knowledge of Idaho’s water and power resources could 
lose their identity. It definitely is not democratic. Investing such 
authority in the hands of a small group, a board of five, the right 
to determine the relative importance of water to generate power, 
over and above prior established rights, for reclamation, for flood 
control, or even for domestic purposes, will not safeguard the vested 
rights and interests of those whom it could materially affect. 

As a group of agriculturists and livestock operators owning mil- 
lions of acres of land who could be adversely affected by a new 
supreme power affecting prior established policies, we do not ap- 
prove this legislation as proposed. 

It is our belief this Board would have power to make commitments 
and to allocate water usage without recourse by established prior 
users. It appears Idaho has everything to lose and nothing to gain 
in the establishment of any type of Columbia River Development 
Corporation, a Columbia Valley Authority, or any similar federalized 
corporation. We feel it would take from present property and water 
right owners their jurisdiction over the lifeblood of their opera- 
tions. We further feel such high authority delegated to a small 
Board could well result in complete control of all resource industries 
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such as , timber, reclamation projects, grazing, and down to 
even the send tient business that might in its operations be dependent 
on our natural resources. We don’t feel any group of five men should 
be given such broad powers to control and have unlimited authority 
to dictate the use of this resource for Federal powerplants. Un- 
questionably, it is the intent and purpose of such legislation to so 
delegate such power which would be supreme and superior. Other- 
wise, there would be no need nor purpose for such an authority to be 
established. 

In conclusion, I again wish to restate that we have adequate and 
well-qualified agencies and bureaus who are capable of adjudicating 
water for power rights or reclamation and do not need an untouchable 
committee, board or council established by Federal legislation to have 
an all powerful hand in the management of Idaho water. 

I thank the committee for the privilege of appearing and expressing 
the views of a major industry which represents a large segment of 
the taxpayers and property owners in Idaho. 

Mr, phat Thank you, Mr. Wilson. In your conclusion there, 
T assume you approve the programs now being carried on by the exist- 
ing Federal agencies ? 

r. Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Sneep. You approve Federal development of power? 

Mr. Wuison. Well, we approve of the power as it is being developed 
at the present time through the agencies that are administering the 
water rights. 

Mr. Snexp. You have no conflict over water rights in this area, 
the way the existing agencies are developing the projects? 

Mr. Wuson. Not so far. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mares. Only two questions, I think; is there any specific pro- 
vision in the bill which gave rise to your concern over the right of the 
Board to determine the relative importance of water to generate 
power over and above prior established rights, reclamation, flood con- 
trol, and so forth? Was there any particular provision in the bill 
that you thought gave the Board such a right ? 

Mr. Witson. My concern over that is this: At present, we have, 
and especially concerned with grazing, is our Bureau of Land Man- 
agement and our Forest Service. Each agency is very, very interested 
in soil and water conservation at the present time, and the Forest 
Service in particular is taking a very élons look at the grazing allot- 
ments with the idea that without proper range management, which in 
turn creates moisture control, there is going to be serious reduction in 
the grazing permits. The Bureau of Land Management is very much 
the same way. 

Mr. Mapes. Did you think this bill would interfere with that? 
This is what I was trying to understand. 

Mr. Witson. Yes; I’m afraid that it would to the extent that it 
could well supersede both the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land 
Management in their program of soil and water conservation. It is 
my feeling that water conservation is very, very closely tied with 
the soil conservation on our drainages, and particularly in our upper 
areas our areas of a higher elevation, perhaps I should say, such as 
into the headwaters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 
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Mr. Mapes. There is no question about that; I just was wondering 
if there was any particular section of this bill which gave rise to this 
concern that this bill would infringe upon the operation of the other 
agencies ¢ 

Mr. Witson. Well, it seems with the control of water for Federal 
power, that it might not be unthinkable for them to say, “You boys 
up there better shut down your pumps that you are irrigating this 
land with. Perhaps you had better remove so many livestock from 
these ranges and give it an opportunity for a better soil and water 
control.” 

Mr. Mapes. If this Corporation did put out such an order in the 
face of this section 12(c), do you think anything would happen if the 
farmers in the area said, which I am sure they would say, that the 
Corporation could take the order and dispose of it as it wished, but 
that they weren’t going to carry it out? 

Mr. Wison. Well, I feel that the way this Corporation is set up, 
they would probably be in a very sound position to say that; yes. 

Mr. Mapes. The thing which has caused concern with Senator 
Neuberger at these other hearings is the fact that a section which reads 
as specifically as this does doesn’t seem to leave much leeway for the 
Corporation to get into this particular field when it says: 

Nothing in this Act shall affect or in any way interfere with the laws of 
any State relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water 
used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Corpora- 
tion in carrying out the provisions of this Act, shall proceed in conformity with 
such laws, and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of the 
Federal Government or of any landowner, appropriator, or user of water in, to, 
or from any interstate stream or the waters thereof. 

That seems to be about as express a prohibition against the Cor- 
poration getting into this field as might be written, but if anyone 
feels it is inadequate, we would be happy to have another suggestion. 

Mr. Wiison. Well, I feel it is. I feel that, since the Forest Serv- 
ice is under the Secretary of Agriculture and the Bureau of Land 
Management is under the Secretary of Interior, both are Federal 
bureaus, that it is very possible that this Board of five would even 
supersede them in their Federal jurisdiction over these waters that 
are on the forests and are on the Bureau of Land Management land. 

Mr. Mares. [have nothing more. 

Mr. Mouton. No questions. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wirson. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. Silbaugh. You may proceed, Mr. Silbaugh. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. SILBAUGH, JEROME, IDAHO 


Mr. Sitpaueu. My name is J. H. Silbaugh. I am president of 
the board of directors of the North Side Canal Co., and have recently 
been elected probate judge of Jerome County. I am also a director 
of the Idaho State Reclamation Association representing the lower 
Snake River Valley. I am making also this statement on behalf of 
my company and its board of directors and on behalf of the water 
users of the Snake River Valley. 

Our board of directors adopted a resolution at its last regular 
meeting on October 20, opposing S. 3114. The North Side Canal 
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Co. represents an area of approximately 160,000 irrigated acres in 
Jerome, Elmore and Gooding Counties. It is a Carey Act project 
started in 1903. I am not going to read that resolution, but am going 
to ask that it be a part of my statement. 

I have also been asked to submit a resolution adopted by the board 
of directors of the Twin Falls Canal Co. in opposition to S. 3114. 
The Twin Falls Canal Co., on the south side of the river, comprises 
approximately 200,000 acres of irrigated lands. It is also a Carey 
Act project, and these projects comprise two of the largest private 
irrigation projects in the United States. 

I have also been requested to submit a resolution in opposition to 
S. 3114 on behalf of the American Falls Reservoir District. This 
district, which furnishes supplemental storage water for irrigation 
from Snake River, is comprised of approximately 400,000 irrigated 
acres. 

I am also a member of the Committee on Nine. Water district No. 
36 covers all lands irrigated from Snake River above Milner Dam 
comprising approximately 114 million acres. Each year at its annual 
meeting in March the water users elect a Committee on Nine which, 
in effect, acts as a board of directors for the distribution of the waters 
of Snake River for irrigation purposes. At the last annual meeting 
in March, the Committee of Nine adopted a resolution strongly op- 
posing S. 3114. This was unanimously approved by the water users. 
I ask that this resolution also be made a part of my statement. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association, representing approxi- 
mately 140 irrigation districts and canal companies comprising in 
excess of 2 million irrigated acres, also passed a resolution opposing 
this proposed legislation at its annual meeting last May. This res- 
olution was made a part of the record at the hearing held on this bill 
in Washington last May. 

I think it is perfectly evident from the action that these organiza- 
tions have taken that the water users in southern Idaho are unani- 
mously opposed to this bill, and, I think, for very sound reasons. 

First and foremost, we are opposed to the whole philosophy of 
this bill. It is nothing more or less than a thinly disguised sub- 
stitute for a Columbia Valley Authority. The water users of south- 
ern Idaho have repeatedly gone on record as opposing any and all 
types of valley authorities and want no part of turning control of 
our water resources over to any central Federal agency. 

Under the guise of amending the Hosmegilinn Pretest Act, the bill 
proposes, as we see it, to set up a Corporation in the Pacific Northwest 
with almost unlimited powers for the construction of water-resource 
projects in the Pacific Northwest, to be operated by the Corporation 
primarily for power purposes, and it would appear to give the Cor- 
poration dominance over non-Federal projects. 

The stated purpose of this bill is to promote unified development of 
the Columbia Basin through construction of multipurpose projects, 
including irrigation and reclamation projects, navigation, flood con- 
trol, power, and other purposes. Thus, it would appear that the 
Corporation would have the right to determine the relative importance 
of power generation, irrigation, and other purposes in Idaho, and to 
order project operations accordingly. 
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This brings me specifically to our major opposition to this proposed 
legislation, which we believe to be fundamental. We believe that it 
would be a serious threat, and would place in jeopardy existing and 
future rights from the Snake River in southern Idaho. The whole 
economy of southern Idaho is based upon irrigated agriculture. It 
is now, and it will be in the future. There are over a million acres in 
southern Idaho alone that are susceptible to irrigation, not now bei 
irrigated. This land will be irrigated, and it will have to be irriga 
from the Snake River and its tributaries. There is no assurance that 
our water rights would be protected if these huge power projects are 
constructed and operated under the broad ants ublanited authority 
given to this Corporation. 

True it is that the bill (section 12) purports to provide protection 
for local water rights, and that the Corporation oul conform to 
State laws. But in the same section it also provides, and I quote: 

Nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or of the Federal Govern- 

ment * * * in, to or from any interstate stream or the waters thereof. 
We in southern Idaho are fully aware that under present Federal laws 
and decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States, where any 
State or individual water user has any rights in connection with the 
control, appropriation, use or distribution of water used in irrigation 
on navigable streams, that they are entirely subordinated to the rights 
of the Federal Government. 

There is no question but that the Federal Government now holds, 
under the commerce clause of the Constitution, a paramount right to 
use the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. There is a 
-ontinuous threat that the Federal Government will attempt to extend 
Federal jurisdiction and control over the water resources of the West 
under the guide of the commerce clause, and we feel that this proposed 
legislation is another step in that direction. It seems to us that this 
is a step toward subordination of Idaho’s water rights to a Federal 
power authority which would be more responsive to downstream power 
users than to upstream irrigators. 

Further, the control of this Corporation would be in the hands of 
five Directors, with not more than two Directors appointed from any 
one State. The Idaho people would have no voice in the selection of 
Directors. Simple arithmetic tells us that three Directors would 
have complete control of the Corporation. 

In conclusion, it is significant that the major proponents of this 
bill are the States of Oregon and Washington. Phese are the same 
States that refused to ratify the Columbia River compact, which pro- 
tected the upstream water users from downstream power users. Ore- 
gon and Washington have everything to gain by this proposal. Idaho 
1as nothing to gain, and everything to lose. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Silbaugh. All of your resolutions at- 
tached to your statement will be presented in the record. 

Mr. SurpaueH. Yes. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you have anything else to offer ? 

Mr. Strpauen. No, I donot. 

Mr. Sneep. Allright. Doyou have anything? 

Mr. Margs. No. 

Mr. Sneep. All right, sir, thank you very much. 
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Mr. Susavuenu. Here is another resolution from another omer 
there that I will leave with you. The Salmon River Canal Co. That 
is a resolution passed by the Salmon, a small project, 30,000 acres. 

Mr. Sneep. We will insert in the record the resolution of the Salmon 
River Canal Co., Hollister, Idaho. 

Mr. Strpaveu. OK, thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, sir. 

(The resolutions follow :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIREcTORS OF NORTH SIDE CANAL Co., JEROME, IDAHO 


Whereas the board of directors of the North Side Canal Co. have learned 
that hearings are to be held on S. 3114, a bill entitled: “To amend the Bonne- 
ville Project Act in order to establish a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion” on December 10, 1958, at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho ; and 

Whereas the North Side Canal Co. is a Carey Act project comprised of approxi- 
mately 160,000 acres of land whose source of irrigation water is the Snake 
River ; and 

Whereas the proposed legislation, if enacted, would set up a corporation 
with far-reaching powers for the construction, operation, and development of 
water resource projects in the Pacific Northwest including those on the Snake 
River and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas it would take over many of the duties and responsibilities of other 
Federal agencies, including the Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Corps of 
Engineers in the planning and development of water resource projects: and 

Whereas it would be a type of Columbia Valley Authority which the North 
Side Canal Co. has repeatedly gone on record as opposing ; and 

Whereas it is felt that the creation of this corporation with the power and 
authority provided for by this legislation, would constitute a threat to, and 
jeopardize the company’s water rights: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the North Side Canal Co. at its 
regular meeting on October 20, 1958, go on record as opposing 8S. 3114, or 
similar legislation, creating a Federal corporation or authority; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be submitted and be made a part of 
the record at the hearing in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958, and 
that a copy of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional delegation in 
Washington, D.C. 


RESOLUTION OF TWIN FALLS CANAL Co., TWIN FALLS, IDAHO 


Whereas there was introduced at the last session of Congress a bill, 8S. 3114, 
by Senator Neuberger and others, to establish a Columbia River Development 
Corporation and that this bill, or a similar one, will doubtless be introduced at 
the next session of Congress ; and 

Whereas the board of directors have been advised that hearings will be held 
on this bill in the Pacific Northwest, including a hearing on December 10, 1958, 
at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho; and 

Whereas the Twin Falls Canal Co. is a private irrigation project comprised 
of more than 200,000 acres, whose sole source of water for irrigation is from 
the Snake River ; and 

Whereas the Corporation would merely be another form of Columbia Valley 
Authority which the board of directors and the stockholders of the Twin Falls 
Canal Co. have repeatedly gone on record as opposing in any form; and 

Whereas under present Federal laws and decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States the Federal Government has the paramount right to the use 
of waters of navigable streams and the rights of private appropriators are 
subordinate to such Federal authority ; and 

Whereas Federal control of the water resources of the Columbia River and 
the Snake River would rest in the proposed Corporation, with broad and un- 
limited powers to subordinate reclamation uses to power uses; and 

Whereas such Federal control would constitute a continuing threat to exist- 
ing and future water rights in the Snake River and place such water rights in 
jeopardy : Now, therefore, be it 
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ResoWwed, That the board of directors at its regular meeting on November 
18, 1958, strongly oppose 8. 3114, or any similar legislation, and urges the Idaho 
congressional delegation to strenuously oppose the passage of any such legisla- 
tion ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the subcommittee of 
the Senate Public Works Committee holding the hearing in Coeur d’Alene on 
December 10, 1958, and that copies of this resolution be sent to the Idaho Members 
of Congress. 


CoMMITTEE OF NINE—RESOLUTION 12 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger, of 
Oregon, a bill, 8. 3114, entitled ““To amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to 
establish the Columbia River Development Corporation” ; and 

Whereas this bill proposes to set up a corporation in the Northwest with far- 
reaching powers for the construction, operation, and development of water re- 
source projects on the Columbia River, and tributaries, including the Snake 
River in Idaho, and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas it would duplicate and in some instances supersede authority reposing 
at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission, and would have a 
veto power on any projects authorized or recommended by such agencies ; and 

Whereas it would also give the five-man board created by its veto power over 
construction of all dams anywhere in the Columbia Basin, and authority over 
existing structures wherever located in the basin ; and 

Whereas the establishment of such a corporation would in effect constitute 
a form of Columbia Valley Authority ; and 

Whereas the Committee of Nine and the water users of Water District No. 36 
have repeatedly gone on record as opposing any and all types of valley authori- 
ties : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Snake River water users and Committee of Nine are unal- 
terably opposed to S. 3114 or any similar proposed legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Idaho congres- 
sional delegation at Washington, D.C., and to the Governor of Idaho. 


RESOLUTION OF AMERICAN FALits RESERVOIR District, TWIN FALLs, IDAHO 


Whereas there was introduced at the last session of Congress a bill, S. 3114, 
to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation and it appears that 
this or a similar bill will be introduced at the next session of Congress; and 

Whereas hearings on this bill are to be held at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on De- 
cember 10, 1958; and 

Whereas it is clear that this bill, if enacted, would create a form of Columbia 
Valley Authority with broad power to control the water resources of the Colum- 
bia River and its tributaries, including the Snake River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas such corporation would usurp many of the functions and responsi- 
bilities of the Bureau of Reclamation, which is the planning and construction 
agency under existing law for future reclamation projects, and would also take 
away from the Bureau of Reclamation the right to market power in reclama- 
tion projects and could prevent the traditional use of power revenues for de- 
velopment of irrigation projects; and 

Whereas the proposed corporation would be under the control of five direc- 
tors, none of whom need be from Idaho, and who would not be responsible to 
the people of Idaho, and who would have such control of existing and future 
water rights as to jeopardize the existing and future economy of southern 
Idaho; and 

Whereas the American Falls Reservoir District is comprised of over 400,000 
acres and is engaged in the distribution of supplemental storage water from 
Snake River for the irrigation of these acres: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the American Falls Reservoir Dis- 
trict at its regular meeting on November 4, 1958, go on record as strongly op- 
posed to S. 3114, or any similar legislation, and urge the Idaho congressional 
delegation to work aggressively for its defeat; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be made of record at the hearing in 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958, and that copies of this resolution 
be sent to the Idaho congressional delegation. 
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ReEsoLuTion oF SALMON River Canat Co., HoLuister, IDAHO 


Whereas there has been introduced in Congress at the last session a bill, 8. 
3114, which would create a Columbia River Development Corporation which 
would in fact be a type of Columbia Valley Authority; and 

Whereas the board of directors have been advised that hearings on this bill 
will be held at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958; and 

Whereas the Salmen River Canal Co. is a Carey Act project, comprising in 
excess of 30,000 acres, whose sole source of water at the present time is from 
Salmon Falls Creek, a tributary of the Snake River; and 

Whereas there is insufficient water available to adequately irrigate the land 
now being irrigated or to irrigate an additional 75,000 acres susceptible of ir- 
rigation and investigations are now in progress by the Bureau of Reclamation 
to provide a supplemental supply for the entire tract from the Snake River; and 

Whereas this bill, if enacted, would create a Corporation whose major objec- 
tive would be to construct and operate large projects in the Pacific Northwest 
and which would supplant many of the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the planning and construction agency for future irrigation projects, and which 
could take away from the Bureau of Reclamation the responsibility to market 
power from the reclamation projects in Idaho, and would have the power to 
prevent the use of power revenues to aid irrigation projects, and could in effect 
veto future reclamation development in Idaho; and 

Whereas this bill would substitute central Federal control of the waters of the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers and their tributaries, including water rights, for 
local and State control, with a preference for power development, and thus 
jeopardize existing and future water rights in Idaho: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors at their regular meeting at Hollister, 
Idaho, on December 2, 1958, are strenuously opposed to the enactment of 8S. 3114 
or any measure authorizing any type of valley authority and urge that the con- 
gressional delegation from Jdaho vigorously oppose any such legislation; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be submitted at the hearing to be held 
in Coeur d’Alene on December 10, 1958, so that our views may be made of record 
and that copies of this resolution be sent to Senators Dworshak and Church and 
Congressman Budge and Congresswoman Pfost. 


Mr. Sneep. Mr. Kinsey Robinson. You may proceed, Mr. Robin- 
son 


STATEMENT OF KINSEY M. ROBINSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 
AND PRESIDENT OF THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER CO., 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF PACIFIC NORTHWEST POWER CO. 


Mr. Rosrnson. I am Kinsey M. Robinson, chairman of the board 
and president of the Washington Water Power Co. ., and chairman of 
the board of Pacific Northwest Power Co. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity you have given us and other interested Northwest citizens to 
appear in Coeur d’Alene to present our views on some very compli- 
cated proposed Federal legislation. 

My remarks, which I ‘intend to keep as brief as possible, are of 
course, directed to the committee print released only a couple of weeks 
ago as a substitute for S. 3114. However, I would like to point out that 
legislation as sweeping, as far reaching as this, reserves much more 
than brief statements, just as it deserves more than brief heari ings held 
so soon after the completion of the writing of the bill, that no one can 
actually say they fully realize its potential or its faults. 

Mr. Mares. Mr. Robinson, you understand, of course, when the bill 
is introduced, there will be further hearings on the bill as introduced ? 

Mr. Rozrnson. I certainly hope so. 

Fortunately I have recently received a copy of the committee print. 
It is claimed to be a modified version of the bill that failed to get 
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through the Congress this last summer. It is no such thing. A cur- 
sory examination shows that of the 1,078 lines in the new bill, only 213 
lines, or 29 percent, are identical with last summer’s bill. The rest is 
either new material, or has been ane 

As near as I can tell, the proposed legislation fits in perfectly with 
the totalitarian program that has been earnestly advanced by certain 
factions in this country who want to substitute collectivism for the 
way we are doing things now. : 

I want to go back and look at the early stages of this program. 
The 1920 Socialist platform had this to say, and I quote: 

All business vitally essential for the existence and welfare of the people, such 
as railroads, express service, steamship lines, telegraphs, mines, oil wells, 
powerplants, elevators, packinghouses, cold-storage plants, and all industries 
operating on a national scale, should be taken over by the Nation. 

In 1925, Carl D. Thompson, who subsequently was employed in this 
area by the Federal Government, had this to say, and I quote: 

The movement for public superpower becomes the most vital phase of the 
public ownership movement. The control of electric power * * * will obvi- 
ously carry with it the control of the industries of the Nation, the control of 
transportation, of mining, and agriculture * * * it will also dominate and 
determine very largely the domestic life of the people * * * electric power is the 
key to the coming civilization. The struggles therefore, to secure the public 
ownership and control of tihs great strategic resource * * * may yet become 
the supreme issue * * * of America and the world. 

In 1927, Stephen Raushenbush, who afterward became prominent 
in Federal administration of power matters, had this to say, and I 
quote: 

Between cataclysmic socialism and encroaching control, the latter will be the 
only one acceptable to this Nation for a long while. 

In 1929, this same man made some additional remarks, as follows, 
and I quote: 

We have made three attempts at control. We have set up municipal plants. 
Their status is changing and we should face the fact * * * We have tried 
regulation by State commissions. It has gotten out of hand * * * A third 
attempt to control the waterpower was in the Federal Water Power Act of 
1920 * * * The fourth attempt is that of having Government corporation * * * 
operating the power. * * * 

The proposition being considered today obviously is a part of the 
fourth attempt. As I examined this proposed bill, I could see the 
hand of Gus Norwood, executive secretary of the Northwest Public 
Power Association, who has long advocated the federalization of the 
Pacific Northwest. His objective certainly would be realized if the 
proposed bill should become law. I suspect that it serves Mr. Nor- 
wood’s Te best to continue to ee the power situation as a 
political issue in the Northwest. Ambitious as he is, Mr. Norwood 
is not apt to admit that the area is taking care of its power needs, and 
that, we have no need for a power dictator. 

Should this legislation pass, the eventual end results would be 
disastrous to the people and businessmen of the four States that 
would come under its control. Let me itemize just a few of the things 
it would saddle us with: 

A power dictator for the Pacific Northwest. 

Control of the waters of the Northwest by this dictator. 

The denial of the rights of the citizens of the Northwest to a hear- 
ing in their own courts on matters affecting the proposed Corporation. 
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Granting to the Corporation the right to purchase or condemn any 
real or personal property it wishes to. 

Doing away with the authority of the State regulatory commis- 
sions in respect to electric power. 

Ending the licensing of waterpower projects by the Federal Power 
Commission. 

Abridging the authority of, and in the end eliminating, the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Army Engineers as factors in the develop- 
ment of the Northwest. 

The subordination of the existing municipal power operations, the 
public utility districts, and the rural electric cooperatives to the new, 
all-powerful Corporation. 

The destruction of the investor-owned utilities in the area which 
would result in heavy loss in tax revenues at all levels of government. 
As of today this loss would be about $50 million a year, of which one- 
half would be experienced by the State and local governments. The 
taxpayers of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation would have to make 
up this loss. 

Surrender by the Congress of its obligation to supervise and control 
its own instrument, the new Corporation. 

Granting to the new Corporation the right to build anything 
anywhere in the preempted area, do its own allocating, discriminate 
against anything it wished to, fix its own rates, and operate its business 
free of direction or control by anyone. The citizens of the Northwest 
would have no voice in the activities of the proposed Corporation. 

The points I have listed mainly apply to the Pacific Northwest. 
There would also be serious adverse results to the Nation as a whole, 
such as: 

The proposed legislation is a masterpiece of financial chicanery. 
It masquerades as a self-supporting proposal. It is no such thing. 
A heavy burden of cost would have to be carried in perpetuity by the 
Federal taxpayers. The Corporation would not accomplish its stated 
purpose of ending the need for Federal funds. The bill, in fact, would 
probably mean a greater dependence than ever before on a Federal 
purse that is already dangerously depleted. 

All the debt incurred by the Federal Treasury for power facilities 
would be ignored in computing the magnitude of the national debt. 
Ignoring the debt is just kidding the people into believing it does not 
exist. But they would still have to pay the bill. 

The Corporation completely ignores the fact that Federal activity 
in dam building has historically been justified on the theory that they 
built as multipurpose dams, valuable for flood control, irrigation, 
navigation, and so on, with power generation incidental. The pro- 
posed bill makes no provision for the planning and financing of these 
multipurpose features. Separate and additional legislation and con- 
gressional appropriation would be required for such projects. With 
production of power paramount, there would almost certainly be a 
slowing down of the development of nonpower uses. 

The proposed legislation repudiates any contractual obligations 
incurred previously by the United States except those specifically 
enumerated in the proposed bill. 

I am by no means at the end of the list of adverse results if this bill 
should have the misfortune of becoming law. The above statements 
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are only a few examples of the bad features of the proposed legisla- 
tion that are obvious at first reading. 

The wording is so involved—is so all-inclusive—and is so phrased, 
that in the future the power dictator and the Corporation could do 
most anything without further legislation. 

The Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 1959 is merely 
the old valley authority idea in different. clothes, and not very new 
ones at that. 

Just for a moment, I would like to discuss some of the specific 
features of the proposed bill in more detail. 

The management of the Corporation would be concentrated in a 
aaa Manager to be appointed by the President of the United 
states, 

There would be a so-called Board of Directors, also appointed by 
the President of the United States, consisting of five men, at least one 
from each State in the Pacific Northwest. But it is actually not a 
Board of Directors. The Board is described in the act as being vested 
with management responsibility, but the act has no provisions that 
enable the Board to exercise managerial control. The Board of Di- 
rectors is empowered only to advise and assist the General Manager 
in running the Corporation. 

In actual fact, the so-called Board of Directors would be a review 
board. Its only real function would be to review and prepare com- 
ments to accompany the Corporation’s advance program, annual 
budget program and cost allocation reports submitted to the President 
and the Congress. 

From a practical viewpoint control of the Corporation would be 
in the hands of the General Manager. He would appoint the Assis- 
tant General Manager. The so-called Board of Directors’ only voice 
in the matter would be to prescribe the Assistant General Manager’s 
salary. 

In addition, the Board of Directors would be empowered to create 
the illusion of local control of the Corporation. It would conduct 
public meetings within the region on any aspects of the Corporation’s 
activities or programs, but it has no power to take any action other 
than writing a report. 

The Board of Directors would also appoint an Advisory Council 
to further foster the illusion of local rather than Federal control. The 
Advisory council would consist of 40 members at large plus one mem- 
ber appointed by each Senator, Congressman, and Governor from the 
Pacific Northwest, together with nonvoting representatives of inter- 
ested Federal agencies. This would be a most unwieldy organization 
for any puropse other than providing a forum wherein the public 
could be made to feel that they did have some say regarding the oper- 
ation of the Corporation. 

Under the terms of this bill, the Corporation is given very broad 
powers, more than adequate to make its Bemeral Manager the dictator 
of all power operations in the Northwest. 

For example: 

The Corporation is designated as the exclusive marketing agent for 
all Federal power projects in the Northwest. 

The Corporation can dictate location and amount of power installa- 
tion to be made at any hydroelectric project built by a Federal agency 
in the area. 
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The Corporation bill pretends to solve the preference problem pres- 
ent in the distribution of Federal power in the Northwest. However 
it provides only for an arbitrary geographical allocation of power by 
the Corporation’s General Manager as between States. The State 
allocations can only be used by preference customers, under present 
law. 

The Corporation is authorized to provide construction agencies with 
funds for those parts of the capital costs of Federal multipurpose 
Proj ects allocated to power. 

he Corporation is authorized to acquire (but not by condemna- 

tion), construct, operate, and maintain thermal and atomic power- 

pe facilities. Only limitation is that they should be in the 
acific Northwest. 

The Corporation can build and operate transmission lines in any 
partofthecountry. There is no area limitation. 

The Corporation is given wide powers to engage in any activity 
which it deems necessary or appropriate in the generation, transmis- 
misison and sale of electric energy. This includes contracts of all 
sorts involving purchase or exchange of electric energy, the use of 
electric transmission facilities; the purchase, exchange, sale, storage, 
or release of water (including the exchange of electric energy, or the 
use of transmission facilities for such water or water use). 

If the Corporation is designated as the implementing agency in 
connection with any treaty or agreement with Canada, it would be 
authorized to make arrangements, contracts, or agreements, including 
the contribution of funds to Canadian projects, so as to insure, in the 
opinion of the Corporation (that is, its General Manager), most ef- 
fective utilization of the water resources within either country. 

The Corporation may acquire by purchase, lease, exchange, con- 
demnation, or donation, such real and personal property as the Corpo- 
ration finds necessary or appropriate to carry out purposes of this 
act. There is almost no limit to what might fall into this category. 
It would allow the piecemeal condemnation of existing power facili- 
ties in the area. 

The Corporation is empowered to remove any action brought 
against it in a State court to the Federal court if it so desires. 

The Corporation can intervene in any proceedings before the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, involving an application for a license to con- 
struct water-resources project in the area. 

The Corporation can intervene before any Federal, State, or local 
body in any matter it believes affects its responsibilities under the 
act. 

The Corporation is delegated a utility responsibility to meet net 
power needs of the area, and it would be empowered to build any 
generating or transmission facility to meet this responsibility. In 
other words, the sky would be the limit. 

Rates will be set by the General Manager of the Corporation and 
not subject to approval of the FPC. Thus, the people of the area 
would have no legal recourse against arbitrary and unreasonable acts 
of the power dictator. 

Any agreement for construction, operation or maintenance of any 
electric-power facility by a non-Federal agency must be at least as 
favorable to the United States as if the facilities were constructed 
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by the Corporation or appropriate Federal agency. As the Corpora- 
tion (really the General Manager) seems to be the sole judge of this 
matter, it seems certain that ony non-Federal body, including the 
cities and power districts, will be shut off from expanding their facili- 
ties to meet the future needs of their customers. i 

I know this seems utterly unreasonable, but what I have said is the 
way the legislation is worded, and illustrates the extremes that can 
be reached by possible interpretation through vague, all-inclusive 
and highly misleading language. 

There are people—I am sure some of them quite sincere—who be- 
lieve the President of the United States, no matter what his party 
affiliation, and the Congress, whether Republican or Democrat, would 
never commit errors of judgment. There are those who believe mere 
men set in a position of power would think only of the best. interests 
of the region, and never try to wrest control from local authorities. 
But such people, I am sure, are misguided. ‘They are wrong if they 
think a manager of this proposed Corporation and his captive Board 
of Directors would not yield to political pressure. 

Let me talk about the alleged limit of $750 million on the bonds to 
be sold. In the first place, additional appropriations are contemplated 
in the proposed legislation, and it seems probable that the $750 mil- 
lion will be used only for such purposes that the Congress refuses to 
appropriate, or that the Corporation, for one reason or another, does 
not want to ask. This supply of money should, therefore, last in- 
definitely. 

The Treasury is required to buy these bonds. The safeguards 
named are extremely flimsy. The Corporation has the final say on 
the timing and magnitude of the bond issues. 

‘The Corporation is instructed to pay interest on unrepaid balance 
in the capital fund at the end of each fiscal year at a rate determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into consideration average 
rate on outstanding interest-bearing marketable public debt obliga- 
tions of the United States. Because short-term paper is included in 
computing this average interest rate, it will never be adequate to cover 
the cost of long-term money to the Treasury. 

This proposed legislation also contains another most reprehensible 
feature. It baldly proposes repudiation of contractual obligations in- 
curred by the United States prior to the enactment of this bill. 

I have hardly begun to list all of the bad features of this proposed 
legislation. It is unsound, biased, misleading, and unnecessary. 

The area to be included in the domain of the proposed Corporation, 
and to be governed by the proposed power dictator, is no backward 
or undeveloped section of this country. The major water conserva- 
tion projects are either in service or under construction. The Con- 
gress has been most generous in furnishing funds for the Federal proj- 
jects in the area, and there is no reason to believe that any change of 
attitude will take place. The municipalities, public utility districts, 
and the investor-owned utilities have financed and built a large part 
of the necessary power facililties in the area. They are ready and 
able to finance and build in an orderly manner the additions necessary 
to meet the needs of the people in the Pacific Northwest. 

The proposed Corporation, or any other thinly disguised valley au- 
thority, is not needed to insure an adequate supply of power in the 
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area. It would harm and retard the sound development of the Pacific 
Northwest. We do not want, nor do we need, a power dictator in this 
part of the country. 

Mr. Snrep. Thank you, Mr. Robinson. 

Are we located in your distribution territory / 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sweep. I thought that was correct. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sweep. Do you feel that you have an adequate supply of 
power in the area at the present time, in the Pacific Northwest? 

Mr. Rosrnson. There is more than an adequate supply of power in 
the area at the present time. 

Mr. Sneep. What do you think about the 10 years ahead ? 

Mr. Rostnson. I think if those of us that are non-Federal public 
bodies and private companies are permitted to build the projects, it 
will take care of the area for not only 10 years, but in perpetuity. 

There are certain plants that must ie built by the Federal Govern- 
ment, such as Libby, where the water flows back into Canada. There 
are certain other projects that could not be financed either by the 
non-Federal public agencies or the private companies, because at the 
present time the downstream benefit law is a one-way street, and if a 
private company or a non-Federal public body builds upstream reser- 
voirs, they get no credit from the people down the stream, but if the 
Federal Government builds the upstream reservoirs, the downstream 
users of that water, whether they are private or non-Federal public, 
must pay for it, and that is the reason that there are certain projects, 
as long as the laws are arranged as they are today, that must be built 
by the Federal Government, because only the taxpayer can afford to 
do it. 

Mr. Sneep. And you feel that under the proposed bill, the principal 
power will be vested in the General Manager? 

Mr. Rostnson. Well, it says that the Board of Directors shall be 
advisory to the General Manager. I wish I had that kind of a board, 
but they don’t do that in private business. 

Mr. Sneep. I believe that is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mapes. I just wanted a little further explanation of a couple of 
your points, Mr. Robinson. 

You said on page 5 of your statement, “A heavy burden of cost 
would have to be carried in perpetuity by the Federal taxpayers.” 
What is that a reference to? Is that the actual cost of operation of 
the Corporation, or what is that ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. It is the actual cost of the construction of these 
projects. 

Mr. Mares. You mean the nonpower costs ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Well, the nonpower costs and, while they are sup- 
posed to repay to the Federal Government the costs, the capital costs, 
it doesn’t have to be done in any single year; that is, it isn’t a straight 
proportionate deal. 

Mr. Mares. But the bill does provide for the complete repayment 
at least of the power facility costs; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. It pretends to, but I’m not sure that there is any 
necessity for it. 
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Mr. Mares. One other thing about your comment that— 


all the debt incurred by the Federal Treasury for power facilities would be 
ignored in computing the magnitude of the national debt. 

You had an objection to that. In other words, you said, this is a 
quotation : 

Ignoring the debt is just kidding the people into believing it does not exist. But 
they will still have to pay the bill. 

Who is going to repay these power facilities? Is it going to 
he. —- 

Mr. Rostnson. Well, in the first place, these bonds so issued are 
outside the legal debt limit of the U.S. Government. 

Mr. Mares. In other words, because it is money owed to the Gov- 
ernment, it is not included as part of the national debt; is that your 
point ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Yes; that is my point. In other words, to get 
around it, because I suppose that is from the fear that people would 
be too smart to raise the Federal debt limit for this kind of a pur- 
pose, for a business purpose, that is outside of the Government’s 
normal function. 

Mr. Mapes. But when the money is owed to the Government b 
the Corporation which is to repay this investment, do you think it 
should be included as part of the national debt ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Certainly. When we borrow money, it has to be 
within the indenture limits of your company, and I think the Federal 
Government, being paid for by us as taxpayers, ought to have some 
of the same rules applied to them. 

Mr. Mapes. But in this case, isn’t the Federal Treasury loaning the 
money to the Corporation rather than borrowing it? In other words, 
if you borrow money in your corporation for some purpose and at 
the same time loan money for some other purpose—I don’t know 
whether you do this, but assuming that you did—don’t you think those 
two debts would cancel each other out somewhat ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. No. What your company has borrowed, that is 
your debt. If you have loaned any money, which very few utilities I 
know of are able to do because it keeps them busy getting money 
enough for their own construction costs, but your debt is what you 
borrow, and if you loan it, it is just like having a bill that somebody 
owes you for service. It is not considered as a loan or anything of 
that kind, and I think the Government should be in the same fix. 

Mr. Marrs. I think perhaps the point of this is the fact that any 
Federal assets which are repayable are a capital investment, and there 
are many people I know in the Congress that believe that such capital 
investments should be considered separately from operating and main- 
tenance expenses. 

For instance, one of the prize examples I know of this sort of thing 
is the fact that Grand Coulee Dam, I think most people will consider, 
is a major national asset. To my knowledge, it appears on the books 
of the United States only as a contributor to the national debt because 
it hasn’t been completely repaid although, of course, it will be. It 
didn’t seem to some of us that that was an irrational provision in the 
bill on that. basis. 
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Mr. Rosrnson. I think Grand Coulee was built in the proper man- 
ner by the Federal Government where Congress had control of every 
dollar of appropriation. It is an entirely different thing than setting 
up a corporation that comes clear out from under the control of Con- 
gress, for practical purposes. 

Mr. Mares. But doesn’t it seem at all like a bad system of bookkeep- 
ing that the Grand Coulee Dam is nowhere carried on the books of 
= United States as an asset, it is merely as a part of the national 

ebt ? 

Mr. Rostnson. Well, there is no reason why it couldn’t be, but 
under a political situation as we have had it in the democracy, that 
is the way they continue to do it. 

Mr. Mares. One other point I wanted to ask you about was our 
relations with Canada on this. You understand, of course, that the 
problem with Canada is that they want payment for these down- 
stream benefits from the projects when they build them in their coun- 
try north of the border? 

Mr. Rogzrnson. That’s right. 

Mr. Marrs. I think the reason for the inclusion of this section was 
the possibility that an agreement might be worked out, and I assume 
that if this bill were enacted the Corporation would be the proper 
agent to deal for the country with Canada for the payment i the 
United States of part of the cost of those upstream projects. You 
seem critical of that. 

Mr. Rosrnson. I doubt that this Corporation, if the Federal Gov- 
ernment through the State Department and its regular agencies can’t 
work out anything, I don’t know how this Corporation is going to do 
it with as little ability as they will probably have. 

Mr. Marrs. As little ability financially, you mean ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. No, only going to have five directors and the Gen- 
eral Manager runs them, and they have been using the best brains 
in the United States up to date through the State Department and the 
various agencies of the Federal Government and they haven’t made 
very good progress yet. We are right interested in it ourselves. 

Mr. Mares. I have been a little bit involved in it myself, but the 
point was that any such agreement by the Corporation would, of 
course, be controlled by an agreement between the State Depart- 
ment and Canada in the current negotiations or the negotiations 
which we hope will soon be underway. 

Mr. Rosinson. Well, as a taxpayer, I would hate to see a corpora- 
tion like this have the right to donate money to Canada for the proj- 
ects up there. 

Mr. Marrs. Even when the Canadian projects were going to pro- 
duce major benefits in the United States? 

Mr. Rosrtnson. For any reason whatever. There is going to be 
enough expense in the United States without them donating any 
money to Canada. I think that is the major thing that should be 
taken care of by Congress itself. If I were a Congressman or a 
Senator, I certainly wouldn’t want a subsidiary corporation that I 
have no control of donating money to a foreign country. 

Mr. Marzgs. Even to participate in a project which has direct bene- 
fits in this country ? 
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Mr. Rostnson. That’s right. And I don’t think the Canadians 
would let them do it, in the first place, having had some experience 
with them. 

Mr. Marrs. I think that is all I have, Mr. Sneed. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you think it would be more logical if the Corpora- 
tion sold their bonds on the open market, revenue bonds on the open 
market ? 

Mr. Rozinson. Yes, I think if the Corporation were formed, they 
should sell their bonds on the open market. 

Mr. Sneep. Then they would come under—— 

Mr. Rosrnson. And pay taxes just like other people in business 
do. 

Mr. Sweep. In that case, they would not come within the Federal 
budget or debt ceiling. 

Mr. Rostnson. That’s right, that’s right. 

Mr. Sneep. On the General Manager point, you are familiar prob- 
ably with the TVA? 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes. 

Mr. Sneep. And the way the General Manager is appointed there? 

Mr. Rostnson. That’s right. 

Mr, Snzep. By the Board of Directors. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes. 

Mr. Sneep. You would prefer that? 

Mr. Rorsrnson. I wouldn’t want to be on the Board of Directors 
unless I had something to say about the management of the Cor- 
poration. ° 

Mr. Sneep. I believe that is all. Do you have anything? 

Mr. Mouuron. No questions. I take it that the witness is un- 
equivocally opposed to this legislation ? 

Mr. Rostnson. There is no question about it. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Robinson. 

Mr. Lorin Markham, Spokane Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF LORIN W. MARKHAM, GENERAL MANAGER, 
SPOKANE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Marxuam. I am Lorin Markham, general manager of the Spo- 
kane Chamber of Commerce, and also I am director of the National 
Reclamation Association from the State of Washington, but I am 
speaking here from the point of view of the Spokane Chamber of 

ommerce. 

This statement has been approved by the executive committee of 
the Spokane Chamber of Commerce as a result of study and recom- 
mendations by informed chamber members long associated with 
Northwest water-resource policies and programs and long active in 
the chamber’s Columbia Basin committee. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce urges the rejection of the No- 
vember 21, 1958, committee print of S. 3114. 

This civic organization, in the heart of the Columbia River Basin, 
makes no attempt here to present to the Public Works Subcommittee 
at this time a detailed analysis of the far-reaching changes in Federal 
water-resource development policies which are actually proposed or 
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implied by this committee print of bill received in the last week of 
November. 

The chamber is convinced, however, that many of the powers which 
this bill would vest in the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation are questionable, and that the proposed delegation of con- 
gressional powers to such a corporation is decidedly objectionable. 

This bill would place the Corporation in a position to dominate 
regional hydropower and thermal-power development in the Pacific 
Northwest; and the Corporation would be substantially beyond con- 
trol of eo perp of this area, and the Congress in which this area is 
represented. ‘The Corporation’s operations would prevent substan- 
tially all further hydro or thermal power development in the Pacific 
Northwest by private enterprise or local public entities. 

This bill proposes an extension of Federal authority in this region at 
a time when local enterprise, both private and public, have been as- 
suming increasing responsibility for the power needs of the area, when 
voluntary efforts through the Northwest power pool have been proved 
satisfactory in the coordinated operation of existing projects, and 
when interstate and interagency cooperation is providing adequate 
power for an expanding economy. 

Under this bill, the Corporation would dominate the planning, and 
the sequence and timing of Federal water-resource projects in the 
Pacific Northwest. The Spokane Chamber of Commerce prefers that 
any planning of such Federal projects be in agencies which are under 
effective control of the Congress in which the Pacific Northwest States 
can be heard effectively through their elected Senators and Repre- 
sentatives. 

One of the greatest problems in hydroelectric development in the 
Pacific Northwest States is the discrimination which results from the 
public preference provisions in existing Federal laws. This discrimi- 
nation is of increasing concern as between some of the Pacific North- 
west States as well as between areas within a single State. This 
problem needs a statesmanlike solution; but the committee print bill 
per only a partial solution dealing with the problem as between 

tates but leaving untouched the problem within States. 

While promising comprehensive development of the natural re- 
sources of the Columbia ines Basin, this bill, by its emphasis upon 
power, could lead to neglect of the various other vital resource pro- 
grams involving reclamation, fish and wildlife, forestry, river naviga- 
tion, flood control, and recreation. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce reaffirms its support of Federal, 
State, and local cooperation in the public and private development of 
the power resources of the Columbia River Basin. It strongly favors 
continued development and conservation of these water and land 
resources of this area. It finds the committee print bill faulty, 
deficient, and inconsistent with the form of representative government 
under which the economy of this region has flourished. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Markham. AsTI said previously, after 
analysis of the committee print, if you have any sinlisious] informa- 


tion you would like to submit to the committee, we would be glad to 
have it. 

Now, near the bottom of page 2, when you spoke of the development 
of the natural resources of the area, I think the authors of the com- 
mittee print did make it more or less a strict power bill, to leave the 
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development of the other resources in the hands of the existing agen- 
cies, as was proposed by numerous people who objected to taking the 
development of these other resources from the existing agencies and 
putting them in the hands of the corporation, so you are correct that 
it is. 

Mr. Markuam. That’s right. 

Mr. Sneep. It is a power bill. 

Mr. Markuam. That’s right, it is. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you have any questions, Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mapes. I was just going to ask, the Spokane chamber doesn’t 
recommend something that would be more inclusive as far as resources 
go, such as the original CVA bill, or something like that ? 

Mr. Marxuam. No, the great majority of our members are opposed 
to the philosophy of the Corporation bill in its intent. 

Mr. Snegp. T hank you, Mr. Markham. 

Mr. Markxuam. Thank you for the opportunity to be here. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. Hugh Parks, of the Idaho State Grange. 

All right, Mr. Parks, you may proceed with any statement you de- 
sire. 
STATEMENT OF HUGH PARKS, IDAHO STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Parks. Members of the committee, my name is Hugh Parks, 
representing the Idaho State Grange, of which W. E. Adams of Eagle 
is master, and is unable to be here. 

At our last annual meeting in Shoshone, October 28 to October 31, 
we approved the following resolution, and I would like to present it 
for the record and, if I may, I would like to read that resolution. It 
is very short. 

Mr. Sneep. That is quite all right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Parks [reading]: 


Whereas water is Idaho’s most valuable asset ; and 
Whereas proposed legislation creating a Columbia River Development Corpora- 


tion would pose a threat to our water by vesting its control in said Corporation ; 
and 


Whereas it would create a Government Corporation outside of and independent 
of the politically controlled departments of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment that makes up the President’s Cabinet ; and 

Whereas the proposed Corporation would have almost absolute control over 
the Columbia and its tributaries including authority to approve or disapprove 
all proposed river projects ; and 

Whereas the Corporation would be impowered to issue unlimited amounts of 


revenue bonds salable only to the U.S. Treasury with the Treasury obligated to 
buy them; and 


Whereas we are opposed to vesting so much power and authority to any group 
who are not answerable to Congress : Now— 

Now this was written before the committee print, and so I believe we 
will go on record here as opposing any passage of Senate bill 3114 as 
introduced in the U.S. Senate by Senator Neuberger on January 23, 
1958. 

And I would like to say here that we would like to have the oppor- 
tunity to present a statement in the 30 days that you will have open 
for that. 

Mr, Sneep. All right. Do you have a copy of the committee print? 

Mr. Parks. No, I don’t. Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Sneep. You are quite welcome; thank you, Mr. Parks. 


Mr. A. L. Barnes, Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. 
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STATEMENT OF A. L. BARNES, IDAHO STATE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Barnes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am A. L. Barnes, 
businessman from Lewiston, Idaho, and I am here representing the 
Idaho State Chamber of Commerce as its vice president. 

I have a resolution that was passed by the State chamber board of 
directors November 18, of this year, and I would like to read that. 

Mr. Sneep. That is quite all right, sir. 

Mr. Barnes [ reading]: 


Whereas there is pending before the Senate Committee on Public Works a 
proposal to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation and said com- 
mittee is conducting a public hearing on this matter in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, 
December 10, 1958 ; and 

Whereas the proposed legislation, in all of its aspects, violates the funda- 
mental principles upon which this Nation was founded and under which it has 
prospered; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce is dedicated to the belief that 
State sovereignty must remain strong; that the Pacific Northwest region, as an 
integral part of the Union of States, can and will continue a sound and orderly 
development under the system of responsible, private enterprise; that existing 
public and private agencies are, in fact, maintaining sound and orderly economic 
development and progress in harmony with the fulfillment of local responsibi- 
lities : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, by action of its board 
of directors, does hereby declare its unequivocal opposition to the philosophy 
embodied in the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation, or any 
Similar proposal ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be included in the record of the Senate 
Committee on Public Works in its deliberations on this proposed legislation 
and further that copies of this resolution be delivered to the respective members 
of the congressional delegation from Idaho. 


Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Barnes. Did you have anything else? 

Mr. Barnes. I have—which I will not read, I have a resolution— 
resolutions from 15 different chambers of commerce groups in the 
State of Idaho, which I would like to have placed in the record, and 
I would like to read the names of those, if I may: 

The Twin Falls Chamber of Commerce and also the agricultural 
division of the same chamber of commerce, the Coeur d’Alene Chamber 
of Commerce, Jerome Chamber of Commerce, Meridian Chamber of 
Commerce, Salmon Chamber of Commerce, Rupert Chamber of 
Commerce. 

I will just read the names: Burley, Clark County, Payette, Arco, 
Weiser, Soda Springs, St. Maries, Rexburg, and if I might just 
briefly give you the basic parts of these resolutions: 

The basic features of this bill are similar to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act and the Columbia Valley Authority bills, which have heretofore been re- 
pudiated in the Northwest, that would concentrate broad Federal power in the 


eontrol of a few men who would not be responsible to the people in the North- 
west, and in particular to the people in the Snake River Valley. 


This one came from south Idaho: 


The proposed legislation would duplicate and supercede authority now re- 
posing and existing in Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission, and such authority 
would have a veto power on any projects, including irrigatoin projects, author- 
ized or recommended by these agencies or by any private agencies. 

The entire history of the development of Snake River has shown that eternal 
vigilance is the price of preserving our water rights and that it would be ex- 
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tremely dangerous to turn control of these vital resources over to a so-called 
corporation under whatever guise or name with which it may be labeled. 

The exercise of the superior right of the Federal Government would place 
Idaho’s water rights in jeopardy and could prove disastrous to our economy. 

The development of electrical energy generated and transmitted in the Pa- 
cific Northwest by present agencies, both Federal and private, has provided this 
area with abundant electrical energy at reasonable cost, and that no need exists 
a the creation of such an all-powerful corporation as is contemplated by 

. 3114. 

Such centralization of authority is a definite abrogation of the rights of the 


people and possesses a serious threat to the entire American system of govern- 
ment. 


My personal opinion on this bill, I feel like Mr. Sanborn, that it is 
more or less of a foot-in-the-door type legislation, and I would as- 
sume that if it were passed, that 10 years from now we wouldn’t rec- 
ognize it. 

Mr. Sneep. All right, sir. Thank you, Mr. Barnes. 

(The resolutions follow :) 


RESOLUTION OF TWIN Fats (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas there was introduced in the last session of Congress by Senator 
Neuberger, and others, a bill, 8. 3114, entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation”; and 

Whereas hearings are scheduled to be held in the Pacific Northwest, on this 
bill, or a similar substitute, including a hearing at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on 
December 10, 1958; and 

Whereas this bill, if enacted, would create a Federal Corporation in the 
Pacific Northwest with broad and far-reaching powers, to finance, develop, 
own and operate water resource projects in the States of Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana, on the Columbia River and its tributaries, including the 
Snake River in Idaho and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas the basic features of this bill are similar to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Act and the Columbia Valley Authority bills, which have heretofore 
been repudiated in the Northwest, that would concentrate broad Federal power 
in the control of a few men who would not be responsible to the people in the 
Northwest, and in particular, to the people in the Snake River Valley in Idaho, 
and, for all intents and purposes this proposed legislation would create a Colum- 
bia Valley Authority ; and 

Whereas it would duplicate and supersede authority now reposing in existing 
Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Corps of Engi- 
neers and Federal Power Commission, and such Authority would have a veto 
power on any projects, including irrigation projects, authorized or recommended 
by these agencies or by any private agencies ; and 

Whereas the whole economy of the Twin Falls area is based upon irrigated 
agriculture and an Authority such as would be created by this proposed legis- 
lation would constitute a continuing threat to existing and future water rights 
and to the future development of this area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Twin Falls Chamber of Commerce, Twin Falls, Idaho, is 
strongly opposed to 8. 3114, or any similar legislation, and urges that the Idaho 
delegation of Congress unite in a determined effort to defeat this proposed 
legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works and to the members of the Idaho dele- 
gation in Congress and that a copy of this resolution be made a part of the 
record at the hearing to be held at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958. 


Epwarp H. Heap, President. 


RESOLUTION OF AGRICULTURAL Drviston, TWIn FALLS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Twin FAs, IDAHO 


Whereas the agricultural division of the Twin Falls Chamber of Com- 
merce has ascertained that hearings are about to be held on a bill, 8. 3114, 
commonly called the Columbia River Power Corporation bill, or proposed sub- 
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stitutes therefor, with the thought in mind that legislation of that character 
will be introduced in the next session of Congress, and 

Whereas this agricultural division representing 18 farm groups and composed 
of irrigation farmers who, by reason of their ownership of irrigated land, and 
their actual experience in irrigation and water rights, are vitally interested in 
all such problems, and 

Whereas it is clear that any such proposal is nothing but a more or less 
thinly disguised valley authority and would inevitably result in turning the 
control of the water resources of the Columbia River, including the Snake River 
Valley, to such Corporation; with the Corporation having the power of exer- 
cising the asserted superior or paramount right of the Federal Government to 
ignore the water rights acquired under State law, and 

Whereas the proposed Corporation would be governed by a small Board of 
Directors, who would have no responsibility to the people of the irrigated area 
of Idaho, and who would not be subject to any control by those people; would 
have what would amount to a life and death control over existing water rights 
created under State law; and would also have, either directly or by implication, 
a veto power over future irrigation construction, and 

Whereas such Corporation would usurp the long-time rights and privileges 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, as the planning and construction agency for 
future irrigation projects, and in addition thereto, would also take away from 
the Bureau of Reclamation the right to market power which is derived inci- 
dentally from irrigation projects, and 

Whereas if such Corporation usurps the Bureau of Reclamation’s right to 
fix rates therefor, said corporation would be in a position to prevent the future 
use of power revenues for irrigation projects, and could take the position that 
the Corporation could at all times make irrigation development subordinate to 
hydrolectric development in the downstream area; as well as having the right 
to jeopardize the economic future of southern Idaho by reason of its power 
to cancel existing power contracts, and 

Whereas the entire history of the development of Snake River has shown that 
eternal vigilance is the price of preserving our water rights and that it would 
be extremely dangerous to turn control of these vital resources over to a so- 
called Corporation under whatever guise or name with which it may be labeled: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Agricultural Division opposes the passage of S. 3114, or 
any other similar legislation, as being highly detrimental to the good of the 
Snake River Basin and urges that the Idaho delegation in the Senate of the 
United States work aggressively to defeat any and all such legislation; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Senate commit- 
tee holding hearings thereon and to the members of the Idaho congressional 
delegation. 

LARRY IRWIN, 
Chairman, Agricultural Division. 


RESOLUTION PRESENTED AT COEUR D’ALENE, IDAHO, ON A BILL (S. 3114) To 
ESTABLISH A COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


Whereas in the last session of Congress, a bill was introduced (S. 8114), 
designed to amend the Bonneville Act to create a Columbia River Development 
Corporation ; and 

Whereas this Corporation would place control in the hands of five men, none 
of whom may be from Idaho, and the people of Idaho would have no voice in 
the selection of the Board; and 

Whereas should this legislation be enacted it would create a Federal corpora- 
tion in the Pacific Northwest with broad powers, similar to the CVA bill; and 

Whereas no safeguard for Idaho’s need for reclamation or power development 
are provided ; and 

Whereas the exercise of the superior right of the Federal Government would 
place Idaho’s water rights in jeopardy and could prove disastrous to our econ- 
omy ; and 

Whereas suits against the Corporation would, by the very nature of the Corpo- 
ration’s makeup, be removed to Federal courts ; and 

Whereas no construction for power or reclamation, public or private, could be 
started without corporate approval ; and 
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Whereas we, as citizens of the sovereign State of Idaho believe we have cer- 
tain constitutional rights in the waters of the Snake River, protection of which 
is not written in the bill, and cannot be written in any bill, but requires a con- 
stitutional amendment to make these rights secure. 8S. 3114 places in jeopardy 
the lifeblood of our economy : Now, therefore, 

We, the Governmental Affairs Committee of the Gooding Chamber of Com- 
merce, hereby express our opposition to the Columbia Valley Development Cor- 
poration legislation as set forth in 8. 3114, or any similar type legislation cre- 
ating a Federal Authority over the water resources of this State and respect- 
fully request that this resolution be included in the record of the hearing at 
Coeur d’Alene, December 10, 1958. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Wo. Prez, Secretary. 

JAMES NORFLEET, President. 
Chairman, Government Affairs Committee. 

JAMES MUFFLEY, 

Kk. L. STrLson, Member. 

LELAND FLEISCHMAN, Member- 

LELAND Burress, Member. 


DECEMBER 38, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Simm: At a regular meeting of the Jerome Chamber of Commerce held on 
December 3, 1958, the following statement of policy pertaining to Senate bill 
3114 was unanimously adopted : 

The Chamber of Commerce of the City of Jerome, Idaho, is opposed to the 
passage of 8. 3114 for the following reasons: 

1. We feel that this bill is but a thinly disguised version of the original 
Columbia Valley Authority, and provides an entering wedge for the enactment 
of a law creating such an authority by amendments which may hereafter be 
adopted increasing the power of the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

2. We feel that the bill jeopardizes vested water rights in the State of Idaho 
and places any reclamation of land through the use of water from streams in the 
Columbia River Basin inferior as a public use to that of power and navigation. 

3. We feel that the bill gives an unfair status to public power power projects 
over private and quasi-public utilities presently engaged in the generation and 
transmission of electrical energy in this area, largely through the exemption of 
the Federal utilities from taxation. This results in throwing upon all taxpayers 
the burden of making up deficits created by the tax-exempt feature of the 
Federal projects. 

4. The bill opens the door to the complete elimination of private and quasi- 
public utility systems in the area through the power of purchasing condemna- 
tion contained in the act. 

5. We feel that the development of electrical energy generated and transmitted 
in the Pacific Northwest by present agencies, both Federal and private, has 
provided this area with abundant electrical energy at reasonable cost and that 
no need exists for the creation of such an all-powerful corporation as is contem- 
plated by 8. 3114. 

6. We oppose giving any board the power vested in the directors of the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation, particularly when said board has the 
power over an area such as the Pacific Northwest with no responsibility to any 
State government in that area and no effective control by Congress. 

7. We believe that irrigation and reclamation of desert lands should have 
first priority as a declared public use of the public waters in the Pacific North- 
west and that other uses should be and remain subordinate and inferior to 
such uses. 

Respectfully submitted. 


H. Srepavuen, Secretary. 


The following resolution was unanimously adopted by the Meridian Chamber 
of Commerce, Inc., at its regular meeting duly held in Meridian, Idaho, on 
November 26, 1956: 

“Whereas there has been proposed legislation in the Senate of the United 
States to establish what is to be designated as a Columbia River Development 
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Corporation, which proposal calls for the creation of a five-man board to control 
all power production in the four Western States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 
Washington, and 

“Whereas from an examination of the proposed legislation it appears that it 
is designed to both directly and indirectly usurp the vested property rights and 
long-established authority of landowners, water users, power producers and 
the vested rights of the State of Idaho and its citizens: now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Meridian Chamber of Commerce, Inc., duly assembled 
on this 26th day of November 1958, do hereby unanimously disapprove of such 
proposed legislation and we do further urge and recommend that we submit 
copies of this resolution to the Honorable Henry Dworshak, the Honorable 
Frank Church, the Honorable Hamer Budge, the Honorable Gracie Pfost, the 
Governor of the State of Idaho, the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce and to 
Senator Richard L. Neuberger, Senate Public Works Committee, Senate Office 
Building, Washington 25, D.C., respectfully urging that all of the people 
concerned and in authority in this matter use every power within their means 
to defeat this proposed legislation.” 

Max Horton, 


Secretary, Meridian Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 





RvuPERT IDAHO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
December 5, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The directors of the Rupert Chamber of Commerce, at a meeting December 1, 
1958, have unanimously agreed that a vehement expression be made in opposi- 
tion to the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation. 

In stating a few of our reasons, we feel, primarily, that a project such as 
the Columbia River Development is certainly too great to be controlled by the 
proposed five-man committee. 

Secondly, because ours is a definite reclamation State, any plan or control 
that would jeopardize our vitally needed water supply would certainly have its 


exceptions. 
Third, our power production would be at the mercy of the Corporation, 


which would be a definite disadvantage to the State. 
We herewith submit the above resolution and reasons for presentation at the 
hearing scheduled in Coeur d’Alene, December 10, 1958. 
Don BALLANTYNE, President. 


BuRLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Burley, Idaho, December 1, 1958. 


STaTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Boise, Idaho. 

GENTLEMEN: At the regular meeting of the Burley Chamber of Commerce 
today, Senate bill S. 3114, namely the Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill, was discussed for the second consecutive week with the following results: 

The Burley Chamber of Commerce desires to go on record as vigorously 
opposing said bill and we authorize you to present such opposition, on our 
behalf, at the hearing to be held in Coeur d’Alene on December 10. 


Sincerely yours, 
Jess A. Parsons, President. 


CLARK COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dubois, Idaho, November 28, 1958. 
Re Proposed Columbia River Development Corporation. 

GENTLEMEN: The entire body of the Clark County Chamber of Commerce, 
which consists of 106 members, wishes to go on record as strongly opposing the 
establishment of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Mary ScHAeEFer, Secretary. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Payette, Idaho, December 8, 1958. 


GENTLEMEN: At our general meeting of November 26, 1958, the Payette 
Chamber of Commerce adopted a resolution as follows: 
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“The Payette Chamber of Commerce wishes to definitely go on record as oppos- 
ing the enactment of Senate bill No. 3114, to form a Columbia River Development 
Corporation.” 

We feel that Federal control of our States water rights would definitely hinder 
the agriculture and industrial growth of our area. 

Very truly yours, 
G. M. Frppter, Secretary. 


Arco CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Arco, Idaho, December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: The Arco Chamber of Commerce at its meeting on Wednesday, 
November 26, 1958, had under deliberation your proposed Columbia River Au- 
thority proposal and after wide discussion and study passed the following reso- 
lution unanimously : 

“Whereas a bill to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation is 
now being considered and hearings are to be held in various sections of the 
Northwest ; and 

“Whereas the proposed legislation would be impractical and work a distinct 
hardship toward the future development of Idaho and its water resources; and 

“Whereas the proposed bill is sweeping in its specifications and requirements ; 
and 

“Whereas this bill places control of this vast Northwest drainage basin in the 
hands of five men with no guarantee that even one of the five would be from 
Idaho, thus depriving the State of any voice in the matter ; and 

“Whereas the Corporation would dictate the schedule of operation of all 
Federal power generated in Idaho, without safeguard for Idaho needs; and 

“Whereas the Corporation rather than the Bureau of Reclamation would be 
the marketing agency for Federal power in Idaho; and 

“Whereas no construction involving power in Idaho, either public or private, 
could be started without corporation approval ; and 

“Whereas the Corporation’s enacting legislation requires it to operate its 
projects in conformity to Army flood control needs, but does not require it to give 
similar consideration to reclamation needs, which in Idaho, a reclamation State, 
would be disastrous ; and 

“Whereas the Corporation could cancel any existing contract which it decides 
is restricting power sales for industrial purposes, thus placing existing contracts 
in Idaho covering reclamation power at the mercy of the Corporation: Now, 
therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That this organization use every means at its disposal to emphat- 
ically protest the passage of S. 3114, believing that it will be especially detrimental 
to everything of value to Idaho; and be it further 

“Resolved, That we invest the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, at Boise, 
Idaho, with authority to represent this organization in all matters pertaining to 
the hearings as well as personal representation at the several meetings scheduled, 
as we believe that Idaho has everything to lose and nothing to gain from this 
legislation ; be it further 

“Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution, signed by the president and Secretary 
of the Arco Chamber of Commerce, be forwarded to Senator Richard L. Neu- 
berger as well as to members of the Idaho delegation in Congress and the Idaho 
State Chamber of Commerce. 

“Approved this 26th day of November 1958.” 

Paut Cross, President. 
E. L. Gaumer, Secretary. 
Approved : 


R. 8. Futon, 

R. C. WALKE, 

Frep REIcH, 
Members, Board of Directors. 








} 
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WEISER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Weiser, Idaho, December 5, 1958. 


To U.S. Senate Committee on Public Works in session at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, 
December 10, 1958: 


The following resolution is for presentation and inclusion in the record of your 
hearing at Coeur d’Alene, December 10, 1958: 

“The Weiser Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the proposed Columbia River 
Development Corporation, because the Corporation would vest authority in the 
Federal Government over the rights of the several States in the waters of the 
Columbia River. 

“We recommend that any agency that may be formed to have jurisdiction over 
the waters of the Columbia and tributaries, be instituted and controlled by the 
joint authority of the Columbia Basin States.” 


MILAN Rypker, President 
(For the Board of Directors), 
BLAINE STUBBLEFIELD, Secretary. 


Sopa SPRINGS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, IDAHO, 
December 6, 1958. 
Mr. Earr W. MurpPsHy, 
Secretary, Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, 
Boise, Idaho. 


Dear Mr. MureHy: The Soda Springs Chamber of Commerce at a resolution 
passed today at the regular meeting, strongly protests the establishment of 
the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation and urges that the 
State chamber take all action possible against the formation of this corporation. 

Very truly yours, 


PAUL L. Trpron, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF ST. MARIES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas there is to come before the next session of Congress certain legislation 
known as the Columbia River Development Corporation; and 

Whereas this proposed legislation would seek to give sweeping authority, in 
the name of the Federal Government, to a five-man Board that would ultimately 
control all power production, and water for power production, in Idaho, Montana, 
Oregon, and Washington; and 

Whereas it is believed that this would be extremely detrimental to the economy 
of the State of Idaho: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this Chamber of Commerce of St. Maries, Idaho, go on record 
as opposing this legislation and that it request the Idaho congressional delega- 
tion to abide by this decision. 

Passed by the board of directors of said chamber of commerce in special 
session on December 3, 1958. 

By order of the board: 


MARJORIE C. Smitrun, Secretary. 


IDAHO STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Boise, Idaho, December 8, 1958. 
Please report the Rexburg Chamber of Commerce as being unanimously op- 
posed to establishment of a Columbia River Development Corporation, as per 
their vote at meeting today. 
R. W. PuRRINGTON, President, 
ARTHUR PortTER, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF SALMON (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas by Senate bill No. 3114, it is proposed that a Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation be established which would have sweeping authority to 
control water used for power production within the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas such proposed legislation would tend to place control of Idaho water 
used for power production at Federal plants of the Corporation in the hands of 
five Directors of such Corporation ; and 
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Whereas such Corporation could direct power production at certain projects 
in the State of Idaho for downstream power purposes at the expense of 
reclamation ; and 

Whereas such bill would establish a new Federal agency and attempt to take 
over powers which have heretofore been exercised by the States, and is another 
example of the attempt to appropriate by a Federal agency control of matters 
which have been heretofore exclusively reserved to the States or to the people; 
and 

Whereas such centralization is a definite abrogation of the rights of the peo- 
ple and possesses a serious threat to the entire American system of govern- 
ment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Salmon Chamber of Commerce, That this body express its 
disapproval of Senate bill No. 3114, and respectfully petitions Hon. Richard 
Neuberger, at the hearings held at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, upon the proposed 
Columbia River Development Corporation, to place the entire area of Lemhi 
County on record as vigorously opposing the passage of Senate bill 3114, and 
the establishment of any type of Columbia River Development Corporation 
which would have the sweeping authority given to it by the proposed measure. 

Dated at Salmon, Idaho, this 26th day of November 1958. 

Mr. Piatt Hull, Idaho Mining Association. 


Mr, Hun. Yes. 
Mr. Sneep. You may proceed, Mr. Hull. 


STATEMENT OF PIATT HULL, IDAHO MINING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Houui. Thank you, Mr. Sneed. 

My name is Piatt Hull, I am an attorney engaged in the general 
practice of law in Wallace, Idaho. I am here representing the Idaho 
Mining Association and the chambers of commerce of the cities of 
Wallace and Kellogg, Idaho. 

I have presented a written statement which I think is a little long 
to be read at this time, but I would like the privilege of paraphrasing 
and supplementing it by oral remarks, if I may. 

Mr. Marrs. Your full statement will appear in the record follow- 
ing your testimony under those circumstances. 

Mr. Hutz. Thank you. 

Now, the Idaho mining industry and the areas of Wallace and 
Kellogg have been served exclusively by private power. We have 
been an industrial user of private power for the last 75 years, and the 
industry feels it has been well and faithfully served by its present 
sources of power. 

Private power has also been a very important taxpayer in the 
northern part of the State of Idaho and throughout Idaho generally, 
and a great deal of the present prosperity of our local community 
depends upon the fact that they have had this permanent and reliable 
source of local revenue. 

Hydroelectric developments generally frequently do present to the 
mining industry important problems. For instance, there is right 
now a problem over the Boundary Dam on the Columbia River in 
which the flooding of important mining property is threatened. This 
problem is being solved, I believe, by negotiations between the Seattle 
light and mining industry, and we believe that that is the level at 
which those problems should be solved. We had former problems 
at the Springston Dam in Idaho, which threatened to flood large areas 
of the Osburn Fault, which is one of the most productive mineral 
areas in the United States. That problem was solved at the local 
level and that is where we believe the problems should be solved. 
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Water rights and waste disposal rights are important to the mining 
industry. The mining industry has fought a constant battle against 
the encroachment of the Federal Government on its rights to mine 
and develop the public domain, and we feel that the imposition of a 
new and less responsive public body upon the economy of the North- 
west will only aggravate and make more difficult the solution of the 
problems that we face. 

In reviewing the record made in May and June, it is apparent that 
the present development of the Columbia River Valley has been a 
cooperative effort between the Federal Government, non-Federal pub- 
lic users, non-Federal public agencies, and private utilities. It is also 
apparent that the development we have today has gone far beyond 
anything that the Federal Government itself has indicated any will- 
ingness to undertake. We believe that the development of the valley 
will be furthered by encouraging this cooperative effort, and not by 
as it by encouraging or establishing an unregulated Federal 
monopoly. 

We believe that the crisis nature of the problem is artificially created. 
The record indicates, through the testimony of Dr. Pearl, that there 
are now 5,300,000 kilowatts of low-cost Federal power available in 
the area and that 2,500,000 kilowatts of this low-cost Federal power 
are in the making. It is our impression if distribution of this power 
were made with the idea of encouraging and securing industral devel- 
opment in the Pacific Northwest, there would be sufficient power now 
and in the foreseeable future to satisfy the industries that we desire 
to come to this area, and it would not be necessary for these important 
industries to use interruptable power in rather small quantities of 
15,000 or 20,000 kilowatt-hours, as specific industries are forced now 
to do. 

There is no concrete evidence in the record that this proposed Cor- 
seg mea will in any way alleviate this artificially created shortage 

y any construction that it may undertake as long as distribution is 
on the preference basis. 

It seems to the Idaho Mining Association that this situation is a 
weak basis from which to argue that we need to encourage and estab- 
lish a Federal monopoly to bring desired industries to this area. 

In studying the act itself, we find important contradictions and 
vaguenesses in the terms of the act. I would like to mention just two 
of them, since they have come before this meeting in discussion be- 
tween Mr. Sanborn and Mr. Mapes. The others are set out in more 
detail in the written statement. 

I am not able to determine from the act what the purpose of the 
Corporation is so far as the construction of generating facilities. In 
section 3 on page 9, the act, the present act, suggests that the proposed 
Corporation will be a planning and distributing agency with power 
to compel “any such Federal agency constructing or operating” a 
project to install generating equipment. In section on page 21, how- 
ever, the proposed Corporation is “authorized and directed to con- 
struct and to schedule the construction and generating and transmis- 
sion facilities.” 

The bill, as it y.' weagin as S. 3114, 7(a), gave to the Corporation a 
veto power over other construction. It appears to me that the same 


result will be reached in the present bill if the Board of Directors or 
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the Manager are able to give by interpretation sufficient importance 
to the programing that the Corporation is authorized to undertake. 
It is my impression that once a building program is set up in the 
advanced planning or in the annual budgets submitted to Congress, 
that then, in all likelihood, it will have attained a preference that 
will be very easy for the Corporation to argue before the Federal 
Power Commission, or whatever other commission is handling the sit- 
uation, to argue forcibly that this priority, in and of itself, rules out 
the feasibility or the propriety of the opposing construction, and we 
will be back to the same point under the proposed act as we were 
under section 7(a) of S. 3114. 

The Idaho Mining Association and the chambers that I represent 
believe that the people of the Northwest can demonstrate a coopera- 
tion and willingness to carry on the development of this area that 
will encourage Congress to authorize the needed funds for multipur- 
pose construction. We believe that this result will occur much more 
readily than if, as is proposed in this bill, we do away, we disregard, 
the abilities and energies of at least two important segments of our 
population and depend upon the abilities and energies of the directors 
of this one Corporation and upon the Federal courts. The Idaho 
Mining Association and the Chambers of Commerce of Wallace and 
Kellogg, Idaho, are opposed to the enactment of this bill. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Hull. Do you have anything else you 
wish to present ? 

Mr. Huu. Yes; I would like to present for inclusion in the record 
letters from the Bay Mines, Inc., from the Hecla Mining Co., and 
from the Bunker Hill Co., three principal employers and users of 
electric power in Shoshone County, all expressing their opposition to 
the enactment of the proposed bill. 

I would also like to present resolutions adopted by the membership 
of the Kellogg Chamber of Commerce in opposition to the proposed 
bill, and I would also like to submit a resolution adopted by the mem- 
bership of the Wallace Chamber of Commerce in opposition to the 
proposed bill. 

Mr. Sneep. Those resolutions and statements will appear in the 
record following your prepared statement. 

Dn you have any record of any industry wanting for power in this 
area ! 

Mr. Huxz. The mining companies themselves have not any insufli- 
ciency of power since the low-water season of 1953 or 1954, and, as 
I understand, there has been no danger of any shortage since the con- 
struction of the Cabinet Gorge Dam. 

Mr. Sneep. Do you have any record of an industry failing to locate 
in the Pacific Northwest because of the shortage of power ? 

Mr. Hutu. I understand from the record there was considerable dis- 
cussion on the Olin Mathison location in Ohio or West Virginia. 
However, I don’t have any record whatever of any industry failing to 
locate here because there was sufficient generated power, Federal gen- 
erating power, at a low cost. 

Mr. Snrep. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mapes. Yes; I wanted to clear up one point, perhaps. 

You said it was unclear what the purposes of the Corporation were 
with regard to the transmission, generation, and sale of power. As 
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stated in the bill, the major purpose is the transmission and sale. I 
think it is made clear throughout the bill that this is primarily a 
power bill. Secondly, as Senator Neuberger stated into the record 
yesterday, it has the secondary purpose of assuring continuity of fi- 
nancing for the power features of multipurpose projects in order to 
assist the construction of such projects in ail their features. 

One thing that was not apparently clear enough in the bill, although 
there was no authorization in the bill for the construction of hydro 
projects by the Corporation, the actual construction is to be left to 
the existing agencies with the financing provided by the Corporation 
of the power features. Some people interpreted the language of 
the bill as permitting the construction of iepelbd projects by the Cor- 
poration itself. Senator Neuberger stated in the record yesterday 
that this was not the purpose of the act, it was not the intention of the 
act, and, to avoid any question of this in the future, that such a prohi- 
bition would be written into the bill if it was introduced in Congress 
with his name on it next year. 

I just add that for the record since you seemed in doubt about it. 

Mr. Hutz. Well, that indicates, I suppose, the difficulty of writing 
a properly limited and directed authorization of this nature, but the 
act as it now stands does say specifically that the Corporation is 
authorized and directed to construct and to schedule the construction 
of generating, transmission facilities, with the qualifying clause, 
“subject to the provisions of this Act.” But certainly the direct 
authorization is now there as it now reads on page 21. 

Mr. Mares. Well, I think probably the “subject to the provisions 
of this Act” was intended to refer to the provisions of funds for other 
agencies’ construction as far as hydro projects go, but, as I say, Sen- 
ator Neuberger stated this problem would be cleared up at any subse- 
quent draft. 

The only other point I wanted to ask you about, because Senator 
Neuberger is so interested in it, is the provision of power for industry. 
This has been one of the main reasons Senator Neuberger became 
interested in this, because of the need for year-around industries to 
provide employment throughout the Pacific Northwest. 

I think it is no secret in the last 2 years the four Northwest States 
have been within the top six in unemployment throughout the Nation. 
You made the statement, I believe, that there was enough power in 
the present system and under construction for industry if it was sup- 
plied in the foreseeable future, if it was made available, but I don’t 
want to assume that by this you mean that you would prefer that 
power be taken away from the homeowners and farmers of the region, 
which a large part is now devoted to. 

Mr. Hou. I think that if we are actually looking for industrial 
development in this area, that it would be much simpler and much 
more expeditious and much safer for all of us to achieve that purpose 
by removing the preference clause and charging power rates to every- 
body in the area upon some schedule of rates that recognizes the 
economies of mass use and the necessary higher cost of small use. . 

Yes, I would say that the homeowners would be much safer, much 
better off to pay an additional half-cent a kilowatt for their power to 
light their houses, like we do in Idaho, than to place upon our necks 
this yoke or burden of a new corporation. I would very strongly 
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recommend that line of action. I realize that the preference clause 
is a white, holy cow, or something of the sort, but I don’t think it is 
a cornerstone any more. I think it is a stumbling block. 

I have been very much aware of Senator Neuberger’s interest in 
industrial development in the State of Oregon, but I think he is tak- 
ing an awful long, roundabout way to get where he wants to go merely 
to pay tribute to historical incident. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Hull. 

Mr. Huw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Mr. Hull’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


This statement is presented on behalf of the Idaho Mining Association which 
represents the mining industry in the State of Idaho. The association has been 
in existence more than 50 years and represents several dozen organizations en- 
gaged in exploration, development, and mining in Idaho. A substantial portion 
of Idaho’s present nonferrous mines are located in Shoshone County, Idaho, in 
what is known as the Coeur d’Alene mining district, and this statement repre- 
sents also the position of the chambers of commerce of the cities of Kellogg and 
Wallace, Idaho, and the several hundred businessmen, merchants, and profes- 
sional men who are members of those chambers. The membership of the Idaho 
Mining Association also includes the phosphate operators of the southeastern 
portion of the State. 

The Coeur d’Alene district mines are among the oldest large-scale industrial 
users of hydroelectric energy in the Northwest, the district recently having cele- 
brated its 75th anniversary. 

Partially as a result of this early development of power facilities serving the 
mining district and partially as a result of the reluctance of Idaho residents to 
form cooperative associations for the production or distribution of electric power, 
we in Idaho have not used power generated by the Federal Government except 
on an intermittent or leftover basis. 

The intense political emotions over whether public agencies or private agencies 
should generate and deliver hydroelectric power were for a good many years 
foreign to us. In north Idaho this calm was broken a few years ago when an 
attempt was made by one of the public utility districts of the State of Wash- 
ington to condemn a major portion of the facilities of the Washington Water 
Power Co. which would have virtually deprived us of our historic sources of 
power. 

The Hells Canyon battle of course made a deep impression upon us. 

The mining industry of the State of Idaho feels that it has been well and faith- 
fully served by the investor-owned electric power industry. The mining industry 
is a heavy user of electric power. 

This is especially true in the electrolytic zine processes at Kellogg, Idaho. 
Heavy new users are developing in the phosphate deposit areas of southeastern 
Idaho, and if the alumina deposits in Latah County are developed to their 
hoped-for potential, large additional users of electric power could develop in our 
State. 

The private power industry has historically been one of the large taxpayers 
in the State of Idaho. The absence of this firm source of revenue would have 
seriously hindered the economic development of many of our areas. 

The recent new investments by the private power industry in Idaho typified 
by the Cabinet Gorge Dam and the Brownlee Dam and appurtenant installa- 
tions have and will yield important new sources of local tax revenue and add 
substantially to the stability and prosperity of Idaho and many of its 
communities. 

This background explains why the industry and people for whom I speak 
are favorably oriented toward investor-owned private utilities, appropriately 
regulated and checked by public regulatory bodies. 

Hydroelectric developments can and frequently do present important problems 
to the mining industry. The danger of flooding underground workings posed 
at this time by the Boundary Dam in the Pend Oreille mining district and the 
earlier threat of flooding mining developments along the Osburn Fault posed 
by the Springston, Idaho, dam are illustrations. 

Historic water rights and rights of waste disposal are essential to mining. 
Since the increase of Federal administrative activity in the 1930’s the mining 
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industry has been forced to constantly resist Federal encroachment on the 
right of the citizens to conduct private mining activities on the public domain. 
The mining industry is initially suspect of a new powerful administrative 
agency possessed of broad but only vaguely defined powers which reach onto 
every tributary and watershed in the Columbia River Basin. 

In reviewing development to date it appears that tremendous progress has 
been made in the last 10 years in satisfying the present and future demands for 
electric power in the Columbia Basin. Federal, non-Federal public agencies, 
and privately owned utilities have a present nameplate capacity of 9,600,000 
kilowatts. The voluntary cooperation of these agencies in the Northwest power 
pool has made available from 600,000 to 1 million kilowatts of power in excess 
of the capacities of the individual generating plants. 

This is truly a remarkable example of cooperation. Construction presently 
engaged in or projected will amount to 7,300,000 additional kilowatts by 1968, 
for a total developed power on present plans of something in excess of 16 million 
kilowatts. 

The abilities and energies of many people and organizations of diverse political 
and economic philosophies have contributed to the present state of power 
development. 

It is apparent that Federal construction of an equivalent capacity would have 
required funds very greatly in excess of those that Congress has indicated any 
willingness to appropriate. We believe that every effort should be made to 
extend and encourage this splendid cooperative effort which has so well served 
the Pacific Northwest to date. 

The development of hydroelectric power in addition to that presently contem- 
plated is most important. The record indicates a considerable diversity of 
opinion as to how much additional hydroelectric power can be economically 
developed from the Columbia River system. Mr. Delzell of Portland General 
Blectric Co., in his written and oral testimony stated that the Corps of Army 
Engineers estimates the economic development of 22 million kilowatts of power 
can be expected from the Columbia River system. 

Mr. Norwood of the Northeast Public Power Association in his supplemental 
written statement derides this conclusion and alleges that it is feasible, engi- 
neeringwise, to develop 80 percent of the total theoretical hydroenergy contained 
in the Columbia River system. 

From the percentage figures Mr. Norwood uses it would appear that he believes 
approximately 44 billion kilowatts of hydroelectric energy can be secured from 
the river system. 

Determination of the true economic power potential of the Columbia River sys- 
tem is of course absolutely necessary before the need for legislative changes 
ean be assessed. It is appropriate to remark, however, that hydroelectric energy 
must be competitive with the cost of other energy available to be economically 
feasible. The proposed legislation is intended to develop power in the cost range 
of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour, 

Power at this cost must be developed in massive quantities at favorable loca- 
tions. It cannot be developed in numerous locations each of which contributes 
only a relatively small amount of power. It would seem very unlikely there- 
fore that anything like 80 percent of the hydroenergy in the river can be con- 
verted to electric power at rates in the desired cost range, or at rates competitive 
with other fuels available in the Northwest, even though Federal subsidies would 
be available. 

Senate bill 3114 and the proposed bill are sponsored by the Northwest Power 
Associations and are thus drawn with at least two primary purposes in mind— 
the further development of the Columbia River Basin and the advancement of 
the theory that the Federal Government must own the means of producing and 
distributing hydroelectric power. 

The presence of this latter purpose necessarily makes the bill suspect in the 
minds of many citizens, some of whom have materially contributed to the well- 
being of our present hydroelectric situation. 

The usefulness of the proposals for their intended purposes are therefore seri- 
ously reduced. Instead of being able to concentrate upon the problem of or- 
ganizing to develop the greatest possible amount of cheap electric energy from 
the Columbia River we are forced to defend ourselves from the spectre of an 
unregulated public monopoly of the basic means of production directed by five 
ae ioe by the proposed act to be dedicated to a philosophy which we fear 
an strust. 
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Turning to the bill itself there is considerable difficulty visualizing its opera- 
tion: 

Is the direction of the proposed Corporation in the Board of Directors or in 
the Manager? 

Is or is not the Corporation authorized to construct hydroelectric installations? 
Section 3 on page 9 suggests that the proposed Corporation will be a planning 
and distributing agency with power to compel “any such Federal agency con- 
structing or operating a project to install generating equipment.” In section 5 
on page 21, however, the proposed Corporation is “authorized and directed to 
construct and to schedule the construction of generating and transmission 
facilities.” 

Are the projects included in the advance program of the proposed Corporation 
or thereafter submitted to Congress with its budget thereby “authorized” by 
Congress? The effect to be given the Corporation’s programed projects in the 
event of intervention before the Federal Power Commission is of tremendous 
importance. But the act is silent on the matter. The past history of the bill 
and the philosophy of its proponents indicates that there will be a strong tend- 
ency for the Corporation to seek by interpretation to secure thereto power found 
in section 7(a) of S. 3114. 

Is the Corporation required to obtain authorization from Congress before 
undertaking a single-purpose hydroelectric project, or is the submission to Con- 
gress of a schedule and budget containing the undertaking sufficient authoriza- 
tion to permit construction with corporate funds and credit even though Congress 
shall not affirmatively indicate its approval? 

Is the Corporation required to obtain authorization and appropriations from 
Congress before undertaking a multipurpose project, or can it proceed with 
construction through use of corporate funds and credit of those facilities neces- 
sary in any event for the generation of electric power without specific authoriza- 
tion from Congress or specific appropriation for nonpower purposes? 

In section 3(d) page 11 the Corporation is directed to provide for the con- 
struction, operation, maintenance, and improvement of electric transmission lines, 
substations, ahd facilities and structures appurtenant thereto in order to encour- 
age the widest possible use of electric energy and “to prevent the monopolization 
thereof by limited groups.” In section 4(a) page 15 the Corporation is author- 
ized to condemn such facilities. Is there not a basis in these two sections for 
fear that the proposed Corporation with the interpretation of the Directors or 
Manager find itself directed to condemn such facilities owned by private utilities? 

In section 3(e), line 24, page 12, the Corporation is authorized to store water 
outside the Pacific Northwest. Does this involve the construction of dams out- 
side that area? 

In section 5(a), page 21, an amendment to the preference section is proposed. 
The modification seems to come into effect piecemeal as a shortage of power 
develops to provide for the distribution of “subsequently available new supplies 
of power.” There is no reason to suppose that industry needing large quantities 
of firm power will be attracted if the only answer to a present shortage is 
a modification in the distribution of new power to be generated some time in the 
future. 

In regard to the bonding power vested in the proposed Corporation anything 
which further decreases the control of Congress over the spending of public 
money can only aggravate an already desperate Federal fiscal situation. 

Disregarding national interests and looking only to the development of the 
Columbia River, $750 million is inadequate for the job. The passage of the pro- 
posed bill will dry up important sources of non-Federal public and private capital 
which in the past have made very large investments in the program. Under 
such circumstances one would expect Congress, faced with vast deficits, defense 
demands, and other regional demands, to be very reluctant to make the neces- 
sary additional appropriations for either power or nonpower purposes. This 
might well retard rather than encourage power development in the Columbia 
Basin. 

Section 12(c), page 41 of the proposed bill provides that the Corporation shall 
not be bound by the provisions of any contract which purports to restrict the 
sale of power for industrial purposes. Reference is apparently intended to the 
20-year contracts which Mr. Norwood at last spring’s hearings declared seriously 
limited industrial development. 
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Later testimony by BPA officials and others seemed to contradict completely the 
conclusions suggested by Mr. Norwood. In any event it would appear that section 
12(c) is in violation of the fifth amendment to the Federal Constitution. 

The proposed bill vests entirely too much discretion in important economic and 
political fields in the Directors or the Manager of the proposed Corporation with- 
out proper guides for or limits to its exercise. In view of the attitudes these 
men are required by the bill to possess; in view of the natural tendency of men 
to assume public power; in view of the example offered by the TVA; and in view 
of the fact that this bill will affect navigation, recreation, flood control, irrigation, 
reclamation, generation of power, preservation, and propagation of fishery 
resources, watershed management, and other purposes, it is our honest belief 
that the net losses to be expected from this bill will greatly outweigh the net 
gains to be expected. 

It is our impression that the advocates of Federal power are disturbed by the 
growth of non-Federal power in the last few years and by what they consider 
their defeat at Hells Canyon before the Federal Power Commission. 

It is our impression that they now propose through this Act to refight that 
battle on a grand scale, and to attain a position that will make a challenge to 
their philosophy impossible. Such a battle will surely delay the development 
of the power we are going to need in the Columbia Basin. 

Modifications in present procedures may very well be required. Perhaps the 
report of the Army engineers to be released tomorrow will be the basis of an 
acceptable physical program. Moneywise the Columbia Kiver development pro- 
gram will have a much greater appeal to Congress if the people of the Pacific 
Northwest can demonstrate that we are using all the abilities, energies, and 
investment sources available to us rather than the energies and abilities of only 
one group and only the taxpayers’ money. 

From the point of view of bringing new or expanded industry into the area, the 
reports of industrial users contained in the report and the various projected 
power requirements indicate that industrial power could be immediately firmed 
up for a number of years to come by eliminating the preference clause in the 
Bonneville Act. The presence of the clause has accomplished what seems to be 
its prime purpose, to encourage widespread distribution of electricity for domestic 
and nonindustrial commercial use. 

Except for what appear to be minor exceptions, which consume relatively little 
power, there seems to be no sound reason, in seeking overall regional development, 
why preference should be continued to users merely because they are served by 
public or cooperative distribution systems. 

Firm low-cost power would be immediately available to all present industrial 
users and, even more important, the removal of the preference clause and the 
spirit of discrimination which it engenders would permit the citizens of the 
area to work together to a degree that would insure a congressional support for 
appropriations that actually are needed for comprehensive development of the 
Columbia River system. 

The Idaho Mining Association and the Chambers of Commerce of Wallace 
and Kellogg, Idaho, and the members of these organizations are strongly 
opposed to the enactment of the proposed bill. 

IpAHO MINING ASSOCIATION, 
By Piatt Hutt. 


Day MInEs, INc., 
Wallace, Idaho, December 9, 1958. 
Hon. Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, 
Coeur d’ Alene, Idaho. 


Dear SENATOR Kerk: Committee print of November 21, 1958, of the last revised 
draft of the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill has been 
available for a period of only 10 days. So my criticisms are necessarily general 
in nature, tempered by knowledge of the fact that the Army Engineers are issuing 
this week a most comprehensive new report embracing 4 million kilowatts of ad- 
ditional hydroelectric power and 4 million additional acre-feet of flood-control 
storage in the Columbia River Basin. 

Such a development demonstrates clearly that if the Army Engineers, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the various public power agencies, and the several 
private power companies, as well as the four principal States and agencies and 
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divisions thereof, are left to their own devices, unhampered by the proposed 
Federal supercorporation, orderly and rapid utilization of all economically 
desirable natural sites will take place. Coordination can be obtained through 
a regional council or a States compact. 

Further proof of the fact that cooperation can be had is shown by the most 
successful and also unique operation of the Northwest power pool. Beyond 
any hint of criticism is its efficient and economical operation, utilizing all avail- 
able electrical energy to the fullest extent. 

I am reliably informed that plans are on the drafting boards for the start of 
construction within 10 years of the most attractive hydroelectric installations 
which remain in the Columbia Basin, and that financing of the magnitude of 
$144 billion can and will be arranged without seriously calling upon the Treasury 
of the United States. These plants will take care of the estimated electrical 
needs over a score of years. 

I submit, therefore, that the proposed legislation is unnecessary. Its passage 
could be expected to delay by perhaps 2 years and more presently contemplated 
installations, as obtaining congressional approval, organization of the new 
authority, and qualifying it for the transaction of business, reconsideration and 
authorization by it of new starts, are all time consuming. 

I would like to point out that this powerful new Corporation, free from any 
control except that exercised by Presidential appointment (and removal) of its 
Board of five Directors, could impose its wishes on any State or subdivision, any 
power agency, public or private, jeopardizing present water rights, plants, and 
transmission lines. It would turn topsy-turvy the present established order of 
things, which I consider rather satisfactory. After all, my company and its 
predecessors have operated successfully under them for more than half a century. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry L. Day, President. 


Hecia MInine@ Co., 
Wallace, Idaho, December 9, 1958. 
Hon. Rich Arp NEUBERGER, 
U.8. Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, Coeur d’ Alene, 
Idaho. 

My Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I must register a protest against your bill to 
establish a Columbia River Development Corporation for the following reasons: 

(1) The creation of such a powerful Federal corporation would certainly 
discourage, if not completely eliminate, the attraction of private capital for 
development of hydroelectric resources of our Pacific Northwest. The Corpora- 
tion would appear to be free from any effective State or effective Government 
control. It would have an advisory council consisting of some 78 members, and 
the general corporate setup is certainly unusual from the standpoint of ordinary 
business concepts employed by private corporations. 

(2) The Corporation has no worry insofar as financing is concerned since it 
ean demand as much as $750 million from the Federal Treasury. The Treasury 
is even authorized to sell its own bonds if necessary, even though such sale would 
result in exceeding the limit of public debt set by Congress. 

(3) The Corporation has the power to spend enormous sums of money in 
building steamplants, powerplants, and transmission lines throughout the entire 
Northwest at any place it chooses. It has the power to condemn present trans- 
mission lines and can acquire existing generation plants from the proceeds of 
public money. 

(4) It will not serve as any particular aid to navigation since there is no 
requirement that assistance be given to the hydroelectric features of a navigation 
project. The adoption of this bill would place the nonuser of water in a pre- 
carious position since many streams in the Northwest are already overappro- 
priated. 

There are many other objectionable features. However, in summary it cer- 
tainly does not appear that this proposed legislation is necessary and I am con- 
fident that, after the subcommittee has had occasion to thoroughly study the 
measure, the proposed bill will not be recommended. 

Yours sincerely, 
L. J. RANDALL, President. 
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THE BuNKerR Hit Co. 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


KeioaG, Idaho, December 9, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.8. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This letter is written to express my opposition to 
the proposed bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The proposed bill as modified is still basically a measure which in my opinion 
takes away from the State of Idaho its constitutional authority to the control 
of water within the State and by contiguous powers incident thereto an assump- 
tion of responsibilities by the Federal Government that should be borne by 
the local citizenry. The management of the proposed Corporation vested in 
a board of five directors, would place in the hands of a few men directly re- 
sponsible only to the Federal Government the power to dominate the economic 
and social life of the region. 

Private industry and the existing government agencies, in my opinion, are 
eapable in the future as they have been in the past to program adequately the 
further coordinated utilization of the region’s water resources, including hydro- 
electric power as well as irrigation systems. 

It will be appreciated if you will incorporate this letter in the record of the 
hearing scheduled to be held in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, December 10, 1958. 

Very truly yours, 
W. G. Wootr, Vice President. 


RESOLUTION OF KELLOGG (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN OPPOSITION TO S. 3114, 
ADOPTED AT ITS WEEKLY MEETING IN KELLOGG, IDAHO, DECEMBER 4, 1958 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger of 
Oregon, and others, a bill (S. 3114) entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation”; and 

Whereas this bill and a substitute measure just announced proposes to set up 
a eorporation in the Northwest with far-reaching powers for the construction, 
operation, and development of water resources projects on the Columbia River 
and tributaries, including the Snake River in Idaho and its tributaries; and 

Whereas it would duplicate and in some instances supersede authority re- 
posing at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission : and 

Whereas the establishing of such a corporation is a thinly disguised substitute 
for a valley authority and, in effect, would constitute a form of Columbia Valley 
Authority ; and 

Whereas we support the public and private development of the Columbia River 
Basin by Federal, State, and local cooperation and find the proposed bill faulty, 
deficient and dangerous to the form of representative government under which 
the economy of this Nation has flourished ; and 

Whereas we want no part of turning control of our resources over to any 
central authority : Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Kellogg, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce at its weekly meet- 
ing in Kellogg, Idaho, on December 4, 1958, is unalterably opposed to S. 3114 
or any similar proposed legislation and urges the Idaho congressional delegates 
to work aggressively for its defeat ; and, be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works and to the members of the Idaho dele- 
gation in Congress. 


GarTH D. Happock, President. 
WENDELL R. BRAINARD, Secretary. 
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RESOLUTION OF WALLACE (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN OPPOSITION TO 
PROPOSED BILL TO CREATE COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION ADOPTED 
AT ITS WEEKLY MEETING IN WALLACE, IDAHO, DECEMBER 3, 1958 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger of 
Oregon, and others, a bill §8. 3114, entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project Act 
in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation”; and 

Whereas this bill and a substitute measure just announced proposed to set 
up a Corporation in the Northwest with far-reaching powers for the construc- 
tion, operation, and development of water resources projects on the Columbia 
River and tributaries, including the Snake, Salmon, Clearwater and Clark 
Fork Rivers in Idaho and their tributaries ; and, 

Whereas it would duplicate and in some instances supersede authority re- 
posing at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission; and, 

Whereas the establishing of such a Corporation is a thinly disguised substitute 
for a valley authority and, in effect, would exercise as great domination over 
the economy of the Northwest as the discredited Columbia Valley Authority ; 
and, 

Whereas we support the public and private development of the Columbia 
River Basin by Federal, State and local cooperation and find the proposed bill 
faulty, deficient and potentially dangerous to the form of representative gov- 
ernment under which the economy of this Nation has flourished ; and, 

Whereas we want no part of turning control of our resources over to any 
central authority : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Wallace, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce at its weekly 
meeting in Wallace, Idaho, on December 3, 1958, is unalterably opposed to the 
proposed Columbia River Development Corporation Act or any other similar 
proposed legislation and urges the Idaho congressional delegates to work ag- 
gressively for its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be submitted to the Committee on 
Public Works on December 10, 1958, at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, and a copy be 
transmitted ‘to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Public Works and to 
the members of the Idaho delegation in Congress. 

Frep R. LEveERING, Secretary. 
LEONARD GAFFNEY, President. 


Mr. Snrep. Mr. Alvin H. Reading, Pocatello Chamber of Com- 
merce, You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN H. READING, POCATELLO CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Reaping. Thank you, Mr. Sneed. 

I will confine myself pretty much to the typewritten copy that I 
have here. I have a few comments to make generally. 

The Pocatello Chamber of Commerce appreciates an opportunity to 
be heard here in opposition to the proposed Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill, and its subsequent versions. Our ob- 
jections are in the theory, and the particulars are therefore immaterial. 

We oppose the theory of this bill because it seeks to accomplish by 
indirection that which it may not do directly; i.e., since 1937, those 
people who have hungered after power, power with three prongs— 
electrical, economic and political—have sought to dominate the Co- 
lumbia River. Its chief tributary, the Snake River, is the area 
wherein the people of Idaho have built, largely by bits and pieces, a 
State, by irrigation. 

So important to Idaho was this irrigated area when the State 
constitution was drafted in 1889—then even more fragmentary than 
now, by far—that the constitution drafted and submitted to Congress 
and adopted as a part of our Admission Act, placed in the State of 
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Idaho (as opposed to the Federal Government) control of all-waters 
within the State. This covenant was accepted by Congress and the 
people of Idaho as a solemn agreement between the republic of 
sovereign States and a new sister State of Idaho. 

This strong deterrent of a solemn agreement, arrived at by serious 
and protracted thought and consideration, plus the adamant deter- 
mination of the people of Idaho through its Governors, its legisla- 
tures and its civic and economic units, has so far thwarted the efforts 
of the downstream proponents of three-pronged power; they have 
been unable to penetrate the defense. Now by covering their designs 
with a corporate cloak they would seek to do by indirection that 
which cannot be done dineotly, and bring the Snake River plains and 
the people living there, into the camp as corporate captives. 

It is extremely interesting to note that among the avowed purposes 
of the bill is this: “* * * to prevent the monopolization thereof by 
a limited group * * *.” Yet, the entire Columbia Basin is made the 
virtual pawn of five men, three of whom could constitute a quorum, 
and none of whom are elected. I repeat, these men are not to be 
elected by the people of the area, nor by those whose lives and prop- 
erty demand control of the river. They are appointed by the Presi- 
dent in whose election this particular region will forever remain but 
a minority fragment, and never a dominant one. 

In no age does history indicate that governmental powers prevent 
monopolization. In fact, history is largely the recounting of re- 
peated misuse of authority, misplaced by people who were too trust- 
ing or too indifferent. Neither has the history of corporations proven 
them utterly and unquestionably beneficient. Thirty years ago the 
Government was, theoretically, seeking to curb corporate structures 
when it entered into the power business. Why then should we now be 
subjected to the tential of both governmental and corporate abuse 
of power? In the past, Government has been the traditional arbi- 
trator between the individual and the Corporation, and not the Cor- 

oration in Government disguise nor the Government in corporate 
isguise. If the Government has failed to regulate, why assume 
now that it can both regulate and operate ? 

The formal resolution adopted by the board of directors of the 
Pocatello Chamber of Commerce follows: 

Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United States a 
Senate bill, No. 3114, similar in many respects to former attempts to set up a 
Columbia Valley Authority, and which bill now proposes a Columbia River 
Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas the proposed bill would vest power in the directors of the Corpo- 
ration which would: turn to them control of all electric power production 
facilities, present or future; rights to direct the consumptive use of water; 
power to disrupt present contracts covering reclamation and power production; 
supercede the Reclamation Bureau as the marketing agency for hydroelectric 
power generated at reclamation dams; give the corporate board authority over 
any future development having to do with water of the Columbia Basin, and in 
general and particular, make them a supergovernment over the lives and wel- 
fare of the people of the entire Columbia Basin; and 

Whereas in no manner are the rights of the people to be represented in this 
supergovernment respected or even acknowledged, but are arbitrarily assigned 
to appointive officials only ; and 

Whereas the lives and welfare of the people of Idaho have been protected 
in the consumptive uses of water since statehood by constitutional assurances 
that the State of Idaho, through its regularly elected processes, shall have 
complete authority over all waters of the State, and upon this theory have 
built a State, and desire to continue ; and 
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Whereas the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation would still 
further have authority to remove all water matter cases from Idaho courts 
into Federal courts: Now, therefore, the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce of 
Pocatello, Idaho, acting through its board of directors, registers it unalterable 
opposition to Senate bill 3114, and all other bills of like tenor and theory, and 
urges that the bill be defeated. 

Unanimously approved by the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce, December 
3, 1958, by its board of directors, with authorization and instruction to be 
presented at the Public Works Committee of the Senate, at Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, December 10, 1958. 

I offer this to be included in the record. 

I would like to comment that you have had several suggestions 
which we welcome for future activity in the hearings on any of these 
bills. I would like to offer the suggestion that any future hearings 
on bills pertaining to the water of the Snake River, that hearings 
be held in the Snake River Valley, and not particularly for the pur- 
pose of the record, but because I am employed by a chamber of com- 
merce, with which work I am very happy and proud, I would suggest 
that those future hearings be held in Pocatello, Idaho. 

I would like to second some of the things which have been said 
here, particularly by Congressman Sanborn. I happen to know that 
he couldn’t possibly have any personal interest in this, because only 
an act of God sald interfere with the water right which Congress- 
man Sanborn owns. The water comes out of a spring in the side of 
the hill and runs out onto his land, and no Federal regulation is 
going to bother him there. He is doing this as an interested citizen. 

I would like to say in regard to some of the questions that have 
been put here, and particularly as to unemployment in the Pacific 
Northwest, while we in the Pocatello area did not have unemployment 
during the past year, there was unemployment in our State, the pri- 
mary cause of which, I would say, was due to Federal agencies trying 
to regulate the economic life of the Pacific Northwest; regulations 
of finance, which interfered, virtually closed down, the lumber mills; 
the regulations of governmental agencies which caused the importing 
of lead, zinc, into our country, which closed down our mines; and the 
continuous and continual manipulations in the field of agriculture, 
which has created untold hardships to our farmers. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Reading. 

You, of course, are aware that the present program, by existin 
Federal agencies, is carried on and supervised by appointive officials 

Mr. Reaprne. Right, sir, 

Mr. Sweep. And there is, at the present time, no way that you can 
get rid of them if you don’t like the way they operate. 

Mr. Reaping. That is one of the things that we agree with, sir. We 
do, however, elect our Congressmen and our Senators, our Governors, 
and our State legislators and our judges in the State court. 

Mr. Marrs. Your supplementary statement wasn’t written by some 
Democratic politician, was it? 

Mr. Reaping. Here? 

Mr. Mapes. Yes, complaining about the administrative actions of 
the Government causing the recession out here. 

Mr. Reaprne. I think Mr. Sanborn would identify me as a Jeffer- 
sonian Democrat. There are others in the audience who will, But 
having served in the past as 1 budget director of the State of Idaho 
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under six Governors of both parties, neither political party will have 
ee to do with me, sir. 
r. Sneep. Mr. Roger McGinnis, Boise Chamber of Commerce. 
Can you people in the back of the room hear? 
A Voice. Not very well. Ought to have a P.A. system, 
Mr. Sneep. You may Hibdell Mr. McGinnis. 


STATEMENT OF ROGER B. McGINNIS, GENERAL MANAGER, BOISE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. McGrynis. Mr. Chairman, my name is Roger B. McGinnis, 
and I am general manager of the Boise Chamber of Commerce, an 
organization of 1,100 members, serving the capital of the State of 
Idaho and the greater Boise area, which has a population of about 72,- 
000 people. 

The Boise Chamber of Commerce, now entering its 74th year of 
community service, is comprised of members from all economic units 
in our area, including industry, agriculture, commerce, professions, 
and service trades. 

Representing the Greater Boise Chamber of Commerce, my purpose 
in being here today is to file, on behalf of our members, a resolution 
in opposition to the proposed Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion. 

The resolution I am delivering today is the end result of diligent 
study, analysis, and evaluation on the part of our chamber’s natural 
resources and reclamation committee, which is made up of representa- 
tives of firms and agencies regularly engaged in the fields of mining, 
agriculture, forestry, transportation, finance and commerce. It is 
upon the recommendation of these members who unanimously agreed 
to express opposition to the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation that our board of directors, in turn, unanimously en- 
dorsed the recommendation of the chamber’s committee. 

An organization like ours is dedicated to the development of our 
area’s natural resources, which will result in the greatest benefit and 
for the best interests of the greatest number of our people, provided 
this development is based on sound economic principles, and which is 
administered on practical businesslike methods. The Greater Boise 
Chamber of Commerce does not believe it is necessary to enact into 
being a regional corporation, under any name, which would piace in 
jeopardy the water rights of the State of Idaho, and which could 
interfere with the preservation of Idaho water rights by Idaho water 
users, which is essential to the economy of Boise, Boise Valley, and the 
entire State of Idaho. 

At this time I would like to have included in the record a brief but 
pertinent statement of our chamber’s position on this matter. I have 
delivered a copy of that, which is signed by Raymond E. Strawn, our 
president, and by myself as manager and secretary. 

Mr. Sneep. That will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. McGinnis. At this time, too, I have been asked by our neighbor- 
ing city af Nampa, through the Nampa Chamber of Commerce, located 
in Canyon County, to present a similar resolution in opposition to the 

roposed Columbia River Development Corporation, whichis signed 
f Mr. Preston Capell, president of the Nampa, Idaho, Chamber of 
ommerce, and that is this one. 
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I would also desire at this time to have included in the record a 
resolution in opposition to the proposal which has been prepared b 
the Western 1deho- Raster Oregon Industrial Development Council, 
an organization serving several counties in western Idaho and eastern 
Oregon, and that was signed by Mr. A. C. Garber, who is the president 
of the Industrial Development Council, and Mr. Floyd E. Sperry, 
secretary of the corporation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving us this opportunity of pre- 
senting our views in opposition to this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. McGinnis, and the resolutions you have 
presented will be made a part of the record, 

(The resolutions follow :) 


RESOLUTION OF CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BOISE, [IDAHO 


Whereas legislation was introduced in the 85th Congress by Senator Neuberger 
and others, S. 3114, entitled ‘‘A bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order 
to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation” ; and 

Whereas such type of legislation embodies the principle of control of water 
resources by a centralized authority ; and 

Whereas the preservation of Idaho water rights by Idaho water users is essen- 
tial to the economy of Boise, Boise Valley, and of the entire State of Idaho; 
and 

Whereas any such legislation places those water rights in jeopardy and raises 
questions of controls of those rights ; and 

Whereas such type of legislation, however written or however amended, still 
incorporates a thinly disguised valley authority plan of centralized control; 
and 

Whereas a regional corporation under any name is contrary to orderly and 
sound development of Idaho’s natural resources: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Boise Chamber of Commerce board of directors, Boise, 
Idaho, upon the unanimous recommendation of its reclamation and natural 
resources committee, declares itself completely opposed to S. 3114 or any similar 
legislation ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the Boise Chamber of Commerce urges the members of the 
Idaho congressional delegation to vigorously oppose such legislation; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That this resolution be presented to appropriate committees of 
Congress and to appropriate State and Federal agencies. 

Adopted at a regular meeting of the Boise Chamber of Commerce board of 
directors held at the Hotel Boise, Wednesday, November 19, 1958, upon motion 
duly made, regularly seconded, and unanimously carried, as attested by the signa- 
tures of the chamber’s president and secretary (general manager). 


RAYMOND BE. Srrawn, 
President. 
Rocer B. McGinnis, 
Secretary, General Manager. 


RESOLUTION FROM THE NAMPA (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TO THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorkKs OpposiINe 8S. 3114 


Whereas the Nampa Chamber of Commerce is actively interested in the proper 
development and control of both irrigation and power facilities, which are vital 
to the economy of Treasurer Valley and of the entire State of Idaho; and 

Whereas any legislation which would place the control of such irrigation and 
power facilities and resources in a centralized and individually powerful board, 
however named, would place in jeopardy the rights and welfare of the people 
of this State; and 

Whereas a regional or centralized corporation might not have on its board 
representatives from the State of Idaho and might not be concerned with the 
protection of Idaho’s natural resources ; and 

Whereas it is not proper to turn over control of Idaho waters used in any 


way for power production at Federal plants to a development corporation remote 
from Idaho; and 
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Whereas the relative importance of power generations reclamation, flood con- 
trol, and other purposes in Idaho should be determined by Idaho people, and 
any other determination would be a violent infringement on States rights; and 

Whereas reclamation of desert lands, fully repaid by the settlers, has created 
much of the wealth of the State of Idaho, and has functioned weil and long 
under the present system of local control and local payments; and 

Whereas there has been presented in Congress a bill entitled “‘To amend the 
Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development 
Corporation” entitled S. 3114; and 

Whereas it is the unanimous opinion of the directors of the Nampa Chamber 
of Commerce that said bill would violate the States rights and create the evils 
as above set forth: Now, therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Nampa Chamber of Commerce directorate is bitterly op- 
posed to said S. 3114 and that Idaho’s congressional delegation and other ap- 
propriate State and Federal agencies be informed of this attitude and their 
help secured in an all-out program to defeat S. 3114. 


PRESTON CAPELL, President. 


RESOLUTION OF WESTERN IDAHO-EASTERN OREGON INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CouNCIL 


Whereas certain interests have initiated a movement to bring into the Con- 
gress of the United States legislation proposing to create an alleged benevolent 
Columbia River Development Corporation; and 

Whereas the information available on the proposal would clearly indicate 
that if such legislation were enacted into law it would do great injury to the 
people of the Pacific Northwest States; and 

Whereas this organization, representing the people of 18 cities and towns 
in the western Idaho and eastern Oregon area in the matter of industrial growth 
and progress, wishes to vehemently express its opposition to such proposal: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That notice be taken by any and all parties concerned that the 
Western Idaho-Eastern Oregon Industrial Development Council, an Idaho cor- 
poration, by unanimous action of its board of governors in regular meeting on 
November 18, 1958, in Parma, Idaho, recorded its vigorous protest to the creation 
of a Columbia River Development Corporation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Western Idaho-Eastern Oregon Industrial Development 
Council believes that such proposal if enacted into law, would deprive the 
people of the Pacific Northwest area the right to decide for themselves any dis- 
position they might want to make in the future of their God-given natural re- 
sources; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Western Idaho-Eastern Oregon Industrial Development 
Council believes that the whole idea of a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion is socialistic in concept in that it proposes to place in the hands of a Gov- 
ernment-created Board of five members the power to regulate the lives of the 
people of the Columbia River watershed ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be filed with all parties concerned 
at the hearing on December 10, 1958 at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 


A. C. GarBer, President. 
Fioype D. Sperry, Secretary. 
Borse, IpaAno, December 8, 1958. 
Mr. Sneep. Is Mr. Dahlgren present ? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Arthur Smith, Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR SMITH, IDAHO FALLS CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Surru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
here appearing in the behalf of the Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce 
and also the city of Idaho Falls. I am city attorney of Idaho Falls, 
and I have been asked by the chamber of commerce to appear on their 
behalf. 
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I am not going to burden the committee with reading any lon 
report, but wish to ask leave to submit reports and perhaps additiona 
resolutions at a later time. I understand that we have 30 days. 

Mr. Sneep. That is correct. oil : 

Mr. Smiru. I will, however, now present the original resolution. 
How many copies do you want, five? 

Mr. Sneep. That will be all right, sir. 

Mr. Smrru. The Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce is weaieretay 
in opposition to the proposal, and I would like to read that now. It 
is very short: 

Whereas the Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce has consistently and repeat- 
edly opposed the creation of regional or valley authorities by whatever name 
they may be called ; and 

Whereas congressional hearings will soon be held on legislation to establish 
a Columbia River Development Corporation, which is a Federal valley authority 
under a new name; and 

Whereas the powers proposed to be vested in such a corporation would under- 
mine State water rights and usurp the rights of local interests in the control, 
development, and administration of their water for beneficial consumptive use, 
and jeopardize the full and multipurpose development of water resources: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce continue its long- 
established policy of opposition to any type of valley authority legislation, and 
does hereby oppose the enactment of any legislation creating a Federal corpora- 
tion or valley authority or any other such Federal entity empowered to investi- 
gate, plan, construct, operate, control, or develop water resource projects. 

Now, the city of Idaho Falls, and I am speaking now for the city 
administration, the mayor and the council, the city of Idaho Falls, the 
shopping center, we feel, for about 100,000 people. We are astraddle 
of the Snake River, very near itssource. The shoppers of Idaho Falls, 
the people that trade with us, are, to a large extent, farmers, stock 
raisers, and there are numerous irrigation districts up and down the 
river. in ef he 

Now, the city administration in Idaho Falls feels unalterably that 
this particular bill does jeopardize the substantive rights of the irri- 
gations users, even though the bill contains a specific clause which 
states that it does not, and we feel that strongly because the passage 
of this bill will automatically create a Federal question and will inter- 
pose a Federal question into every controversy which arises over water 
rights in this watershed in the Columbia Basin. Once the Federal 
question is raised in litigation, not the local courts, but the Federal 
courts will decide the issue. This bill specifically states that at any 
time that this proposed Corporation becomes a defendant in an action, 
it can automatically remove the issue to the Federal courts, but we 
know that if a Federal question is inherent in the litigation, even 
between two water users, that that issue may be settled by the Federal 
courts, and we also are well aware that when the Federal courts, the 
circuit court of appeals in San Francisco, if you will, or the Supreme 
Court of the United States, decides our water problem and our water 
issues, we know the result may very well be completely different than 
when the supreme court of Idaho and the local district judges decide 
them, and we only have to cite the instance that we now have in the 
southern States in litigation over the school question to realize that 
the supreme court, for instance, of Alabama, might view the Federal 
Constitution in quite a different light than the Supreme Court of the 
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United States and, with diametrically opposed views, and certainly 
when a Federal question becomes injected into every bit of litigation 
up and down the Snake, it is certainly a sop to put into the bill a 
clause saying that the substantive rights of the irrigation farmers will 
not be bothered. 

We know that we may very well get different results and, No. 2, 
we know that a right without a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy is 
no right at all, and if a farmer has to go to San Francisco or Wash- 
ington, D.C., to ultimately decide his irrigation problem, then he has 
no right at all. 

Now, I have only said this in general and, as I say, I would like 
to document this and present in detail this proposition. 

Mr. Sneep. That is quite all right. Thank you very much. Any 
information that you wish to submit may be submitted within 30 
days or so, and it will appear in the record. 

Mr. MoGinnis. Thank you. 

Mr. Marrs. Mr. MeGinnis, one question. You weren’t suggesting 
that the Alabama Supreme Court should be superior to the U.S. 
Supreme Court in interpretation of the Federal Constitution, I trust? 

Mr. McGrynis. No, I was merely citing that as an illustration that 
two august bodies of equal integrity and intelligence have come out 
with diametrically opposed views in interpreting exactly the same 
document. 

Mr. Mares, Thank you. 

Mr. Syeep. Mr. Joe C. Parker, Western Pine Association. 


STATEMENT OF JOE C. PARKER, WESTERN PINE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Joe C. 
Parker, manager of the lands and logging, Northwest Lumber Division 
of Diamond Gardner Corp. I speak in behalf of the Idaho forest 
practices committee of the Western Pine Association, representing the 
lands and timber of 60 operating sawmills. 

I wish to thank you for the opportunity to appear at this hearing. 
In general, we are opposed to Senate bill 3114. Our objections are 
outlined as follows: 

1. We believe the State of Idaho is best able to determine for 
itself the development needed for water resources. S. 3114 would 
preclude this. 

2. As citizens, we oppose the corporate principle of controls set 
forth by S. 3114. There is no guarantee that Idaho would have any 
voice in decisions of immense importance to its lands and resources. 
We believe Idaho people should play a dominant role in such deci- 
sions. Power development of any kind in Idaho should first be made 
available for the welfare of Idaho’s people. We are opposed to the 
principle of a five-man commission with a three-man quorum to rule 
the destiny of the Northwest and its industries. 

3. The principle as expressed in Senate bill 3114 of obtaining money 
from the Nation’s taxpayers by appropriations and revenue bonds 
adds a needless burden to an already overloaded one. Similar de- 
velopment of water resources by private taxpaying industries will 
strengthen Idaho and our Nation’s economy without adding a burden 
of this kind. Senate bill 3114 will produce no such revenue. 
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4. If liberally interpreted, Senate bill 3114 would control Idaho’s 
precious resources of soil, water, timber, minerals, and development 
and quite possibly to their detriment. Idaho’s wealth is entirely 
in its natural resources and its development is tied very closely to 
these resources. Idaho should be allowed the democratic way to 
control the use and development of these resources. 

In conclusion, our committee believes that it is for the best interest 
of Idaho and its people that Senate bill 3114 or similar bills do not 
become laws. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Parker. 

Do you have any other comments you desire to make or any other 
information ¢ 

Mr. Parxer. I might make a statement, if you wish. 

Apparently, it seems to be the opinion of a good many power 
committees that the development of power is of too long a period 
for people to invest money in that type of enterprise. 

ltl had that kind of a vision, then I would feel that we could not 
raise timber or trees. It takes longer to raise trees than any of these 
particular dams we are talking about. It is a project of expectation 
for life. 

One other point, I am positive that the bill, as written, down in 
page 3, if we would just read the rest of the bill down to page 
3—there is fine print after page—you would notice that the direc- 
tors of this Northwest proposition are the people that profess a belief 
in the feasibility and the wisdom of this act. 

Gentlemen, that places me in the position of being tried before a 
jury that must bHofeas their belief before they are seated. 

Mr. Sneep. Are you from Lewiston ? 

Mr. Parker. I have been in Lewiston; yes, sir. I am not from 
Lewiston at the present time; no, sir. 

Mr. Sneep. Is there general unemployment in the lumber industry 
at the present time? 

Mr. Parker. If there is, it is because of the inability to turn the 
lumber. Wedon’t have construction of homes. 

Mr. Sweep. Is your access-road situation to the national forests 
and the public domain improving ¢ 

Mr. Parxer. Improving ? 

Mr. Sneep. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parker. I believe that is true; it is improving. 

Mr. Sneep. That isall. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mares. No. 

Mr. Parker. But we still need them and mainly from the angle 
of harvesting timber that should have been harvested earlier. — 

Mr. Sneep. Salvage operations? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Parker. 

Mr. Parker. Thank you. 
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(An additional statement by the Western Pine Association is as 
follows :) 


WESTERN PINE ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, Oreg., December 15, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Cuavez: This is written to put forth additional views of the 
western pine lumber industry on §8. 3114, and the substitute committee print, 
both proposals to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Our association is composed of nearly 400 lumber manufacturers in the 12- 
State western pine region. These mills manufacture about 80 percent of the 
region’s total production. Over 50 percent of the production is from States 
which would be affected by enactment of S. 3114 or the substitute committee 
print. Total lumber production of the western pine region is about 8.5 billion 
board feet a year. 

Our entire industry has long opposed having Government agencies control 
our natural resources based on principles of TVA control and domination. In 
1949 our industry resolved: 

“We are opposed to the creation of a Federal Commission for the Columbia 
Valley whose scope of authority would be superimposed upon existing Federal or 
State agencies and State governments. 

“We are opposed to the enactment of any Columbia Valley Authority legisla- 
tion which does not recognize fully our free enterprise system and the principle 
of equitable cooperation between Federal and State Governments with each 
operating within its constitutional limitation.” 

Our review of the proposal to establish a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration indicates that it is in ways broader in scope than previous Columbia 
Valley Authority proposals. The new proposal sets up a Federal corpvration 
to exercise control of Northwest power production and facilities. Al! revenues 
of the Corporation would be available for expenditure by the Corporation and 
the proposal would authorize the Corporation to incur long-term indcbtedness 
up to $750 million by issuing revenue bonds. The Secretary of the Treasury 
would be required to purchase such obligations if it appeared reasonably prob- 
able that Corporation revenues would meet all installments of principal and 
interest. The proposal would authorize expenditure of receipts and of bond 
issue money without specific action by the Congress. Moneys available could 
be used for the construction of new projects or acquisition of existing facilities. 
The proposal would authorize intervention by the Corporation in (1) genera- 
tion, transmission, and disposition of electrical energy; (2) reclamation: (3) 
domestic, municipal or industrial water supply; (4) flood control; (5) vaviga- 
tion; (6) preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; (7) recreation 
development; (8) pollution control or abatement; and (9) watershed manage- 
ment. 

The control of the Corporation, as authorized by the proposal, would virtually 
all be vested in the general manager and a five-man Board of Directors, all of 
whom must profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of the proposal. The 
Board is set up to advise and assist the general manager in the formulation of 
general policy. 

The proposal restricts local or State control of programs. While an advisory 
council is provided for, no effective provision is made for citizens, communities, 
or States to exercise control over the Corporation’s actions. In fact, even the 
Congress is not required to exercise control over the Corporation’s actions. 

Important to our industry is the broad authority to plan and carry out pro- 
grams incidental to power projects. The broad authority could well include 
land management programs, insofar as land management affects water produc- 
tion (and hence power production) to varying degrees. We are, therefore, 
fearful that the Corporation could become a master planning and dictatorial 
agency for resource development in the Columbia Basin as well as for power 
development—all without control by the State governments or citizens involved. 

In the foregoing statement, and in testimony given in the West, there have 
been pointed out a few of the detailed objections our industry has to the pro- 
posed legislation as embodied in S. 3114 and the substitute measure. These 
details are pointed out in addition to our industry’s general opposition to legis- 
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lation that threatens the free enterprise system and takes local control of 
resources away from the States and the people involved. 

We urge your committee to report unfavorably on 8. 3114, the substitute com- 
mittee print, or similar legislation. We would appreciate inclusion of this 
letter in the hearing record. 


Very truly yours, 
S. V. FutLaway, Jr., 
Secretary-Manager. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. QUINN, SANDPOINT CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Quinn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee—— 

Mr. Sneep. How are you, Mr. Quinn ? 

Mr. Quinn. Fine, thank you. I want to apologize for our weather. 
It is not conducive to warmth, but it is the best we have in Idaho and I 
guess you will just have to put up with it. 

Mr. Mouton. It took us all night to get here. 

Mr. Sneep. It was nicer last night than it is today. 

Mr. Quinn. Weare sorry the Senator from Oregon couldn’t be with 
us, but we know his position and we wish him Godspeed in getting well. 

Mr. Mares. Your weather is balmy compared to what | ran into in 
Montana a week or so ago. 

Mr. Quinn. We from Bonners County ran into about 10 inches of 
snow, but we wanted to be here and present our view, unfortunately 
in opposition, but I have been authorized by the Sandpoint Chamber 


of Commerce to present their resolution and make it a matter of record 
and I would like to read it : 


DECEMBER 10, 1958. 
To the Honorable Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate, Senator Richard L. 
Neuberger, Chairman, in Hearing at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho: 


The Sandpoint, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce, an organization representing the 
business and professional men of the city of Sandpoint, and of industrial and 
agricultural interests of the community and vicinity, respectfully requests that 
the following statement be included in the record of the hearing at Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, on December 10, 1958, to wit: 

The Sandpoint Chamber of Commerce is opposed to Senate bill 3114 because 
no present or foreseeable need exists for the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration; and because the creation of such a Federal Corporation very likely 
would prove detrimental to normal growth and progress of our State and the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Our water resources are an integral part of the development of the economy of 
the State of Idaho. In our opinion, Senate bill 3114 would effectively prevent 
the State of Idaho from exercising its constitutional authority to control water 
within the State. This in turn would nullify the efforts being made by the State, 
its political subdivisions and various organizations to carry out programs aimed 
at economic development. 

The proposed Corporation appears to be a “super state” in the form of a multi- 
billion dollar Federal concern controlled by a group of five men not subject to 
the usual checks and balances of Federal agencies, and with almost unlimited 
power to expand, own, and operate power production and distribution to the ex- 
clusion of taxpaying private enterprise. 

We who live in Sandpoint and Bonners County have had a unique opportunity 
to make a firsthand comparison of the benefits of power as a taxproducing re- 
source as against nontaxpaying Government-produced power. Within the 
boundaries of the county are two large hydroelectric projects. One, Albeni Falls, 
is federally built and operated. It contributes nothing to the costs of maintaining 
Government. The other, Cabinet Gorge, is Idaho’s largest hydroelectric project. 
Privately built and operated, it contributes substantially to the maintenance of 
schools, roads, and other necessary governmental facilities and services. 
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We believe that the orderly development of the Columbia to date through the 
joint efforts and cooperation of the States, Federal Government and investor- 
owned utilities is adequately meeting the area’s needs, thus making a new and 
powerful Federal Corporation unnecessary and undesirable. 

SANDPOINT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By WicuraM B. Barrarp, President. 


I have also, Mr. Chairman, if I may submit it, another resolution 
by the Priest River Chamber of Commerce and I have a number of 
copies to be passed on and, if I may do so, I would like to read it into 
the record : 


The Priest River Chamber of Commerce, Inc., of Priest River, Idaho, respect- 
fully requests that the following resolution be made a part of the record of said 
hearing, to wit: Beit hereby 

Resolved, That the Priest River Chamber of Commerce, Inc., is unalterably 
opposed to Senate bill 3114, entitled “a bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act 
in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation,” for the 
following reasons, to wit: 

1. Creation of a Columbia River Development Corporation would result in an 
interference with the sovereign rights of the State of Idaho to control the develop- 
ment of its own water resources. 

2. Any plan to develop new power projects by Federal expenditures at this 
time is unnecessary in view of the fact that there is adequate private capital 
on hand to provide for the power needs of the Pacific Northwest for years to 
come. 

3. Economic growth of the western industries would be at the whim and mercy 
of a Federal corporation with only a five-man board of directors to operate same, 
resulting in a too great concentration of power. 

4. Future development of the Columbia River power system can be more 
effectively promoted by the passage of an act similar to the Columbia interstate 
compact bill when submitted to Congress by the various States. 

Respectfully submitted this 10th day of December 1958. 

Priest RIVER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ING., 
By DonaLtp H. McGinnis, President. 


We have tried to make our statements very briefly. We know you 
are pressed for time and you have many witnesses to be heard from, 
but I have here one more single page statement, Mr. Chairman, if I 
may read it. Itis a personal opinion of a Sandpoint businessman who 
couldn’t be here and he has asked me to read it. I will offer two 
copies, I will give you both, and may I have permission to read it? 

{r.SnrEep. You may proceed. 

Mr. Qurnn. This is a statement to the Public Works Committee 
of the U.S. Senate, Senator Richard L. Neuberger, presiding, at the 
public hearing at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, December 10, 1958: 


My name is Laurin E. Pietsch and I am a resident of Sandpoint, Idaho. I 
wish to submit a statement in opposition to enactment of S. 3114, a bill to estab- 
lish a Columbia River Development Corporation to replace the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

First and foremost, I submit that Idaho has much to lose and nothing to gain 
by placing its water resources under the jurisdiction of a regional corporation 
such as is proposed in S. 3114. Idaho, particularly northern Idaho, has a num- 
ber of undeveloped waterpower sites which can and will be developed, both by 
public agencies and private power companies. 

One of Idaho’s greatest remaining natural resources is its potential of un- 
developed power and S. 3114 would prevent the State of Idaho from exercising 
its constitutional control over water within its borders. Present public agen- 
cies have the necessary scope and experience to proceed with further develop- 
ment of power sites in Idaho and other Pacific Northwest States. Creation of 
a Superagency such as is proposed by S. 3114 is both unnecessary and a danger- 
ous experiment. 
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In northern Idaho most of the power development has been by private util- 
ities. In return these projects have provided State and local governmental 
subdivisions of government with substantial tax revenue, badly needed in a 
| State like ours which has a relatively small population, and a vast amount of 

; Federal land which provides a minimum of revenue. 

Investor-financed private power companies, in a healthy competitive atmos- 
phere with public power agencies, stand ready to continue aggressive develop- 
ment of Idaho power sites, and should be encouraged to make such investments 
unGer the American free enterprise system. I see no need to introduce a new 
plan for regional power resources, which are now being adequately developed 
by both Federal agencies and private companies. All generating facilities, 
both public and private, are members of the Northwest Power Pool. 


We do not have a current power shortage and with the backlog of construc- 
tion by both Federal agencies and private companies, the foreseeable demand 
i will be taken care of through 1962, and beyond. It is reasonable that public 


and private companies now operating in the Pacific Northwest will continue 
to meet the challenge for more generating facilities as they have during the | 
past two decades. 
Creating of a super-regional agency with a board of directors of five men, | 
given wide powers and a minimum of accountability to the Congress, which 
would rule over the economic development of a four-State area, has grave 
and far-reaching implications foreign to the democratic processes by which 
we are governed. 
The State governments of Idaho, Washington, Oregon, and Montana and 
the Congress as well, would surrender their constitutional powers to a five- 
man board. I am unalterably opposed to giving any agency the power to issue 
revenue bonds so it may engage in competitive commercial activities with 
private citizens and companies. Funds for any agency should be authorized 
and appropriated by the Congress as needed from the U.S. Treasury. His- 
torically this method has provided the necessary checks and balances needed 
to keep Federal agencies from unwise and unwarranted expenditures of public 
funds. 


Lavoren E. Pretscu. 
Mr. Snrep. Thank you, Mr. Quinn. All of your statements will 
be included in the record. 
Now, it is almost 12:30. I think we will recess until 2 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, the hearing was recessed until 2 o’clock p.m., this 
date.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Sneep. The committee will come to order. Mr. E. K. Barnes, 
Northwest Mining Association. 


STATEMENT OF E. K. BARNES, PRESIDENT, NORTHWEST MINING 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Barnes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I represent the Northwest Mining Association. I happen to be 
president of the outfit. 

I will say in the beginning I am a constitutional Republican. I am 
in the same position as my friend from Pocatello, who is a Jeffersonian 
Democrat; we are antiques. 

I have a couple of paragraphs to read: 


A new redrafted bill to create a Columbia River Development Corporation is 
to be introduced into the forthcoming Congress of the United States. 

The bill, if enacted, would create a TVA type Federal Corporation with broad 
powers to finance, develop, own, and operate water resource projects in the 
States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and that portion of Montana in the 
Columbia River Basin. The redrafted bill, as now drawn, would create a 
tremendous concentration of economic and quasi-political power in the control 


87710—59—pt. 2 


22 











992 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


of five directors directly responsible to the head of the Central Government. 
The proposed Corporation would possess virtual dictatorial powers to rapidly 
promote, finance, and operate complete Federal public ownership of electric 
power production and contingent control over Northwest resources. 

We believe the operations of such a corporation would inevitably have the 
effect of rendering the lives of the people of the region subservient to the will of 
the Directors of the Corporation, with the consequent result that private initia- 
tive is stultified and statism is nutured until it dominates the social and economic 
life of the region. 

As an organization of individuals who are firm believers in the American way 
of fostering and improving the Nation’s economy through private industry and 
initiative, we strongly oppose the creation of a Columbia River Development 
Corporation as authorized in the redraft of S. 3114. 

Our institution, we represent about 700 members. We have mem- 
bers in every State of the Union and Alaska and Hawaii. It is our 
belief that with continued legislation of this type, we are rapidly 
degenerating ourselves into the Soviet States of America. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you. 

Is Mr. R. M. Schaefer present ? 

Mr. Scuarrer. Yes. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. Schaefer. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD M. SCHAEFER, JR., LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Scuarrer. My name is R. M. Schaefer, Jr., of 1331 Ripon, 
Lewiston, Idaho. I own and operate a building materials yard. I 
am also a practicing economist, having received my bachelor of arts 
degree from Washington State College in 1941. I favor the Colum- 
bia River development bill in principle for the many reasons given 
before this committee and in letters to the committee. I want to take 
time to specifically mention only two points. 

First, that in view of river development in countries all over the 
world, including our good neighbor to the north, we must compre- 
hensively develop all our river resources if we are to remain competi- 
tive in the world economic picture. In view of recent advances of 
the Chinese and Russians in hydropower, the situation is all the more 
imperative. We either get some of the shackles off the economic 
body of Uncle Sam, or we go the way of second- and third-rate 
powers. I believe this bill will help us do much better. 

Second, I regretfully want to call attention to the possible personal 
interest factor of many of those testifying against the bill. I had to 
come here on my own time and money. I get no direct or indirect 
benefits from private power money. Much of the opposition can’t 

say thesame. It’sa matter of public record. 

Frankly, I’ve been darned tired for some time, as I see larceny 
upon larceny by private power against the people. Hells Canyon 
and the fast tax writeoffs topped them all, I’m tired of fighting 
my own power bill money. I’m more than tired of seeing our re- 
sources sabotaged in piecemeal development to the comfort of the 
world economic competitors, some of which are downright potential 
enemies, 

More frankly, many could give a damning testimony against the 
big business that has stolen our vital purchasing power and hence 
has weakened us. However, few have to face the charge that they 
willfully and knowingly sabotaged our vital resources. These pri- 
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vate power i 9 and their stooges have usurped the people’s inter- 
est—betrayed their faith. They do not come before this committee 
of the people with a clean record or with clean hands. I urge this 
committee to weigh their testimony accordingly. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Schaefer. 

Mr. Guess. 


STATEMENT OF SAM GUESS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SPOKANE 
CHAPTER OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS 


Mr. Guess. I am Sam Guess, I live in Spokane, Wash., and I am 
the executive secretary of the Spokane chapter of the Associated Gen- 
eral Contractors. 

The National Association of A.G.C. gave testimony in the June 
hearing in Washington, D.C., and it appears in the record at page 
393, and I would like to say that the fact that the legislation has 
been redrafted has not changed the objection of the Associated 
General Contractors, both locally and nationally, to the objectionable 
features which are contained in the redrafted legislation. 

Over a period of many years, both from a personal and from a 
business standpoint, we have watched the development in the TVA. 
The Valley Authority started off to relieve the employment situation 
down there during the depression days and has spread to encompass 
every conceivable item of the local citizens’ activity and economy. 
The proposal before Congress, in the last session of the Congress, they 
proposed to issue bonds and to have the Treasury buy them without 
taking into account the economy of the country or the debt of the 
Federal Government and without the check and rein of the Congress. 
We do not believe that it is a proper procedure and we believe that if 
the Corporation bill were to be enacted for the Columbia Valley, that 
the lives of the citizens of the Northwest would be affected, just as 
those have been down in the Tennessee Valley area. There is no 
guarantee in the bill that the General Manager wouldn’t become a 
drunk and despot, unanswerable even to his Board of Directors, 
because the legislation states that the duty of the Board is to assist 
and advise the General Manager. We have only to look to the west of 
Spokane to see what can happen in a situation like that. In this 
instance, the grand jury of the county has had to step in to correct 
a situation that has become intolerable to the people. What could be 
the corrective steps to take in the event the General Manager got into 
the same conditions as have developed in this public utility district to 
the west of Spokane? 

I think that a number of the objectionable features of the provisions 
of the proposal have been overlooked by some of the witnesses. One 
witness did say that the best thing that could happen to the bill was 
to strike the enactment clause. I, too, hold to that view, but I would 
like to point out that in the condemnation provisions, the General 
Manager and the Board or the Corporation has the power of life and 
death over the personal and ral property of all citizens of the 
Northwest. 

The Federal Government has exercised such rights of combination 


in instances in the Northwest in the years past and they have done it 


in a rather roughshod manner in certain instances known to me and 
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to others. I think that there should be some way of restricting this 
type of legislation. 

n 1955, the people of the State of Washington were given the op- 
portunity to vote on House Resolution 22 which would have given the 
State highway department immediate right of entry for highway 
rights-of-way. The people soundly defeated the proposal, and I think 
that if this legislation containing this type of clauses were put before 
them, they would defeat it just as soundly. 

The present administration came up with a rather revolutionary 
proposal very shortly after the inauguration of President Eisenhower 
when the Interagency Columbia Agency was addressed by one of the 
Assistant Secretaries of the Army. He described this program where 
the Government and private industry would cooperate in developing 
and building hydroelectric projects and other flood control, naviga- 
tion, and that type of project. 

This cooperative policy has functioned nicely to the benefit of the 
Northwest. We don’t face the power blackouts or the brownouts that 
we did at that time, and those projects lying within the province of 
Federal construction have been done by the Federal Government and 
those capable of being done by private industry have been licensed to 
private industry. 

I think that the Government has sufficient regulatory bodies in the 
Federal Power Commission and the other regulatory bodies that they 
have to properly protect the private citizens. 

I appreciate the opportunity to hear the testimony that has been 
given here today, because I think that it proves that we Americans are 
not asleep to our rights and, if the mandate of the people is listened 
to, I believe that this type of legislation will not be passed by our 
Congress. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Guess. Just a minute, I would like to 
review your comments on the TVA—the TVA financing bill. 

It is true TVA started during the depression days. It is also true 
that it has cost a lot of money. It is now in existence, and in operation, 
wholly federally owned, so the question came up, What are we going 
to do about it to make it operate in its most efficient manner ? 

Many advocates then came up with the idea to let them sell revenue 
bonds, get off of the back of the Federal Treasury, so we had the 
revenue bond bill in our committee. The committee approved it, the 
Senate passed it; it did not pass the House. What will happen at the 
next session of Congress, I do not know. Nevertheless, a lot of people 
a few years ago were advocating that TVA sell revenue bonds to ob- 
tain their funds to build powerplants, hydroelectric and steam plants. 
When the legislation to give them that authority was before Congress, 
the same prone came in and opecent it. 

So, regardless of whether the TVA was a good thing, whether you 


agree with the philosophy, or whether you don’t, we have it. 

Mr. Guess. We do, and once you get a giant like that, an octopus 
settled around the economy of a community or an area, it is an 1m- 
possibility to get rid of it, and I think that we should stop a develop- 
ment corporation in the Northwest before it becomes an unending 
octopus to strangle the economy of the Northwest. 
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The Development Corporation reaches across State boundaries and 
it invades the privacy of States rights, and I think that the United 
States has become great because we did have the right of self-determi- 
nation, and when the checks and balances of the legislative yen nee 
are bypassed by such legislation, we are giving away our birthright. 
I think we have got to fight that and I think we have got to fight to 
defend it, and that is the reason that I am primarily interested. 

Mr. Mares. Mr. Guess, are you under the illusion that the people 
of the ‘Tennessee Valley would like to be rid of the TVA? 

Mr. Guess. I know personally of relatives who would be delighted 
to be outside of the TVA. They have been affected adversely by it for 
a number of years, 

Mr. Mares. Do you think that is the majority opinion within the 
Tennessee Valley ? 

Mr. Guess. I am not certain, no; I haven’t been in the area long 
enough in such a long time that I don’t know what the majority 
opinion would be. 

Mr. Mares. That is very difficult to judge. 

One other thing I did want to mention. You referred to the con- 
demnation rights under this bill. 

Mr. Guess. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mares. Did you understand that that section was the same sec- 
tion that appears in the present Bonneville Administration Act? 

Mr. Guess. No, I was not. 

Mr. Marrs. It is. 

Mr. Guxss. I wasn’t aware, I don’t have the Bonneville Act. 

Mr. Maps. The question was raised at a previous hearing and it 
was pointed out that that was the same section that was in the Bonne- 
ville Act, so it doesn’t make any change in that part of the law, at 
least. 

Mr. Gurss. I don’t approve of the present act. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. Maynard Kendall. 

Mr. Marrs, Mr. Chairman, we have had a number of people request 
to testify since our adjournment this morning and I am not at all 
certain that we have gotten them all on the list. 

I would like to read through the people who are listed in the order 
in which I have them, and if anyone is omitted, I ask that he please 
come right up to the table quietly during the next testimony and give 
me his name. 

I have Mr. Kendall, Mr. Herb Howe, Mr. Ira Anderson, Mr, Mark 
Taylor, Mr. Roger Stephenson, Mr. Glenn Bandelin, Mr. Everett Will, 
Mr. Ora Beasley, Mr. Barron, Mr. Lynn Tuttle, Mr. George Amas, 
Mr. Albert Knudson, Mr. Glen Barnard, Mr. Ed. Schlender, Mr. R. P. 
Parry, and Mr. W. R. Armstrong. 

Now, if there is anyone who is omitted from that list, please let us 
know right away. 


Mr. Snuep. All right, Mr. Kendall. 


STATEMENT OF MAYNARD L. KENDALL, CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, 
LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Kenpaut. Mr. Chairman, I addressed my testimony to Senator 
Neuberger as I supposed he would be here, so I would like to read it 
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as I have prepared it. And I would like to say that I am representing 
the Central Labor Council and that the members of the Central Labor 
Council are the affiliated unions in the area, and I would like at this 
time to request additional time under the 30-day limit to bring in 
resolutions from the affiliated local unions who constitute the Central 
Labor Council, as well asthe Central Labor Council. 

Mr. Sneep. That will be permitted. 

Mr. Kenpaxt. Senator Neuberger and aides, my name is Maynard 
L. Kendall. My home is in Lewiston, Idaho. I have been selected to 
represent the Lewiston-Clarkston Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO, 
and my own local union, International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite, 
& Papermill Workers Local No. 712, at this hearing on the Columbia 
River Development Corporation Act. 

First, I wish to thank the distinguished members of the Senate Pub- 
lic Works Committee for making these hearings possible where the 
people may express their views on this important piece of legislation. 

I would also like to state that this bill, in our opinion, has been pre- 
pared in the best tradition of democracy wherein those things objec- 
tionable, inadequate, or not legal, have been removed or rewritten in 
an effort to get a bill which would meet with a preponderance of ap- 
proval, both in the area affected and nationally. 

We of labor believe that such an act will get the orderly develop- 
ment of water resources back on an even keel with a sound, stable, self- 
financing plan to build our dams by means of electric revenue bonds 
and assure low-cost power to bring new industry and development of 
natural resources, not feasible at today’s cost of electric power. 

To us in labor, development means jobs, lasting jobs in industry and 
services that follow an orderly comprehensive development plan on 
any potential river or drainage area. 

You Senators are aware, I’m sure, of the U.S. Department of Labor 
ee that unemployment will be greater this winter than last 

ere in the Northwest. In the face of this prediction and the obvious 
facts that little is being done to develop a greater power potential 
in building large storage dams on the tributaries to firm up power- 
producing dams downriver which would do more to cheapen the cost 
of producing power on the Columbia River drainage than any other 
innovation. We are certain that the Columbia Regional Corporation 
bill will do much to point the way to feasibility of projects and elim- 
inate some of the tug of war between States and Government agencies, 
vying to build a dam in the same reach of a river with definitely 
different feasibility as the Corporation would have to check, both and 
all thoroughly with facts presented at hearings within the region. 

We are certain also that if a vote of the people in the Northwest 
could have been taken on the so-called controversial Hells Canyon 
Dam, the Congress of these United States would have never allowed 
this potential site ever to have been encroached upon by lesser dams, 
either public or private. 

We believe the responsibility placed on the five Directors will pre- 
clude the wasting of our water resources in such manner. 

We are gratified also that the bill spells out in concise language the 
protection of the worker and other employees relative to its operation, 
and on contractors and subcontractors involving authorzied projects. 

This proper provision should assure proper cooperation on the part 
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of employees and managements on all projects and general operation— 
a very important consideration to any development which depends 
on economy of operation and construction. 

In closing our testimony, I wish also to commend the proponents of 
this bill for their consideration of the people in the area regarding 
the provisions for the liason between the general public and the 
Directors of the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

We thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Kendall. 

Any questions, Mr. Mapes ? 

Mr. Mapes. No, I have no questions. 

Mr. Moutron. DoI understand you to be for this bill ? 

Mr. Kenpau. Yes. 

Mr. Moutton. You are the first man today, aren’t you ? 

Mr. Kenna. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Moutton. Isthat right? Justa passing comment. 

Mr. Kenpautu. I would like to point out again that I am not the 
only one. I represent the Central Labor Council that embodies sev- 
eral, 29 local labor unions, to be exact. I am here representing them 
by proper authorization, and each of the affiliated unions probably 
represents more heads of families than are represented by the groups 
that have already testified. 

I would like also to point out that I am in the future going to bring 
in resolutions from the different local unions, not only those from 
the council, to present here, and let me say, with no malice toward 
anyone who wants to represent himself as such today, that certainly 
labor and the people, the workers of this State and of the other States 
in the Northwest, certainly have the right to appear here and give their 
testimony as you have done. 

Mr. Moutron. I agree, and I just meant that humorously. 

Mr. Kenpau. I didn’t take it that way, but I wanted to point 
out—— 

Mr. Movutron. The committee would be glad to have all the resolu- 
tions that you care to submit. 

Mr. Kenpatt. Surely. I would like to point out also that I have 
not absented myself from any hearing on water resources develop- 
ment in this area since 1951. I have been present at every field hearing 
held in the areas. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Kendall. 

Mr. Herbert Howe. You may proceed, Mr. Howe. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT HOWE, PRESIDENT, FARMER’S UNION, 
LOCAL 429, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Howe. My name is Herbert Howe. I live at 537 Thain Road, 
Lewiston, Idaho. I am appearing here on behalf of Farmer’s Union, 
Local 429, of which I am president. Our membership unanimously 
supports the principle of a Columbia River Development Corporation 
as set forth in the bill under consideration. We have watched with 
misgivings the reluctance of the Congress to appropriate sufficient 
funds to carry on development in an orderly and sustained manner. 
It is with even more apprehension we noted the no-new-start policy 
of the present administration and the emasculation of all plans for 
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full comprehensive development. We are told by representatives of 
the private power companies that the power situation in the North- 
west has been taken care of for the next 10 to 12 years, and that there 
is no need for a Government corporation at this time. These are 
the same prophets who told us that there would be no market for 
Grand Coulee power. 

Unfortunately, their subservient chambers of commerce, farm bu- 
reaus, and reclamation associations still preach the shopworn slogan 
of socialism in spite of and in the face of the results in the last two 
elections in the Northwest. They tell us this bill would set up a 
dictatorial frankenstein which would destroy control of our great 
watersheds by the people to whom they belong. We wonder how 
much control the people have over an absentee board of directors of 
an nonresident power company when they decide to emasculate the 
potential power of our river systems. Then, of course, there is the 
old shiboleth of water rights. The Idaho Power Co. did not seem 
to be much concerned about water rights when they practically shut 
off the flow of Snake River for several days and dead salmon by the 
thousands lined the banks. The Federal Power Commission in a 
recent report states that as of January 1, 1957, only 9 percent of 
Idaho’s ultimate power potential has been developed. The average 
cost of 250 kilowatts of power for house use is $4.50 in Washington, 
$5.40 in Oregon, while in Idaho it is $6.39. Idaho ranks third in 
potential hydropower being exceeded only by California and Wash- 
ington among all the States. Idaho has the lowest per capita income, 
as well as the least development of its power potential and industrial 

ower users, due primarily to high rates. The development of hydro 
m Idaho has been largely in the hands of private power companies 
who do not enjoy low interest rates as do the Federal installations. 
It is quite clear that if Idaho is to develop industrially, power rates 
must be reduced drastically. This can only be brought about through 
low interest rates which require some sort of Government corporation 
such as proposed in this bill. 

It has always been difficult, and sometimes impossible, to obtain 
appropriations for needed construction in the Northwest. In spite of 
fact that the area is well ahead in repayment to the Government, 
opponents of public power have often been successful in blocking 
needed projects by claiming they are subsidized by the Government. 
This bill would guarantee the repayment of all debts incurred, plus 
whatever interest the Government pays. The people of the Northwest 
expect and desire to pay the full cost of development, but they believe 
they are entitled to the advantage of low interest rates made possible 
by the method of financing set forth in this bill. 

While at the present time the most pressing need is for low-cost 
power, the time may come in the not too distant future when the value 
of water in itself may become greater than its power-generating value. 
The value of water and the ever-increasing demand for more and more 
for industrial uses may well become a determining factor in location of 
industrial plants. The future welfare of the Nation demands that 
not a drop be wasted. Both conservation of water and maximum 
development of power demand that every storage site within the area 
be developed to the maximum. In the past, one storage site after 
another has been preempted for partial development to the detriment 
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of water conservation, flood control, power, and recreation. Unless 
this trend is reversed, future generations in the area and throughout 
the Nation will inherit only a partial legacy. The time has come to 
give our water-use policies a careful examination and we believe this 
can best be done by some such plan as is presented in this bill. 

For these reasons we support the bill in principle but would suggest 
that it could be emeene by making the Manager an agent of the 
Board of Directors giving the Board the right to hire and fire. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Howe. 

Mr. Howe. And I also have here a pamphlet with some pertinent 
information put out by the Northwest Public Power Association 
which I should like to submit as an appendix to my testimony. I only 
have the one copy. 

Mr. Sneep. That isallright. That will be done. 

(The pamphlet follows :) 


IpAHO’s POWER FUTURE 


Gus Norwood, executive secretary, Northwest Public Power Association 


Idaho has more hydroelectric power potential than any State in the Nation 
except Washington and California. 

The Federal Power Commission recently issued a 196-page revised edition of 
its publication entitled, ‘‘Hydroelectric Power Resources of the United States, 
Developed and Undeveloped, as of January 1, 1957.” 

This comprehensive report shows for Idaho an ultimate potential of 8,742,530 
kilowatts of which only 778,080 kilowatts, or 9 percent, is harnessed. The other 
91 percent is still waiting to be developed. 

The entire Nation has a hydropower potential of 117.1 million kilowatts of 
which 23 percent is harnessed. 

Idaho has more hydro potential than the sum total of the hydro potential of 
20 States plus the District of Columbia. 

These are listed below. The State of Michigan leads with a potential of 
751,959 kilowatts, but even this is less than 10 percent of Idaho’s potential. 


Kilowatte Kilowatte 
Ta 751, 959 | 18. Connecticut ~..-.-_.-_- 302, 593 
Te WO MMPUIUMNTR nn. ns snanapcepentaos Tou; Goad see 295, 910 
iy ne i 124,720115. New Jersey_........._. 233, 678 
a WOON oon ok oka 655, 475 | 16. New Mexico___._-_____- 212, 330 
Bis MO gt Ee Gan, SOS tS. wate .. 102, 661 
OG, MOET cc ncunencake 684, 165/18. Louisiana ~...._-_._-__ 45, 5 
7. Merth' Dakota............ 598, 800} 19. Rhode Island__________ 6, 792 
Bye oo tem nmcoc 596, 621 | 20. Washington, D.C____--~_ 8, 000 
9. Massachusetts ......--- 494,116} 21. Delaware __-_-___._____ 600 
2A, PETE enceneenceas 420, 520 ASE cece 
21 VEE, «hn cease 409, 900 i eticieicaa atten intgutensiseees 8, 219, 584 
I ie 354, 874| Idaho alone._..._........._ 8, 742, 5380 


The list for Idaho is not complete. It already reflects the subtraction of the 
Hells Canyon high dam and the substitution of the three little dams with a 
loss equal to a Bonneville Dam. This loss is equal to the entire hydro potential 
of such States as Michigan or Minnesota. 

Other damsites on the upper Snake River also have been frittered away 
through private utility underdevelopment. 

By comparison the State of Tennessee has water power potential of 2,246,088 
kilowatts of which 1,738,788 or 77 percent is harnessed, largely through the 
efforts of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Much of Tennessee’s remaining 
water power is now being developed. 
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Idaho has almost four times the hydro potential of Tennessee but Tennessee 
has over twice as much hydro actually harnessed and working for the people. 
The figures are as follows: 


Potential Harnessed Percent 





Kilowatts Kilowatts 
Ae eet te 0 a ee) ticdicbdensboti 8, 742, 530 778, 080 9 
i e  wevnnibuee 2, 246, 088 1, 738, 788 77 


It’s what you do with your potential that counts. 


IDAHO HAS HIGH POWER RATES 


Although Idaho people own these vast hydroelectric power resources, they pay 
high rates for electricity. 

According to the Federal Power Commission the average price of 250 kilowatt- 
hours per month for home use in cities of 2,500 population and over as of Janu- 
ary 1, 1957, in the leading States was as follows: 


a eesniatcnicseehiioenesininineseneaowaieneia $4. 53 
Nee ee cent ee dibeamaed 4. 87 
Ne ee a ee eile ieee dh elias Alea ellie ae eeteseinib i eresinn 5. 40 
I ee eee a es eas ol sedetaind die seine nines wots 5. 48 
I cena sti bt Sclabhab tiie biake isnt chant 6. 23 
es ak a a i a iis hei cain identi bs eens 6. 28 
I a Ee is bitline pillebbinn ote onnb lle 6. 28 
Tr tS I i eed 5s olibatip etd ih-bnaniwese 6. 39 


In Boise, Idaho for instance 250 kilowatt-hours costs the residential consumer 
$6.95 as compared to $3.20 in Tacoma, Wash., and $3.15 in Bugene, Oreg. 

For greater usage of 500 kilowatt-hours the Boise, Idaho, rate is $8.80 whereas 
Forest Grove, Oreg., and Seattle, Wash., charge only $5. 


THE INVESTMENT CHALLENGE 


The biggest cost factor in electric power rates is interest paid on the large 
investments needed. 

At Hungry Horse Dam, for instance, an increase of 1 percent in the interest 
rate would increase power cost 24 percent. 

Not only is a low interest rate on borrowed money critical in determining 
electric rates but it is also the key to full, comprehensive multiple-purpose de- 
velopment of water resources. High-cost money often forces a cream skimming 
approach to conservation. 

Without the availability of Federal Government credit the Hungry Horse 
Dam would not have been constructed. 

Hungry Horse Dam well illustrates the philosophy which Abraham Lincoln 
put in these words: 

“The legitimate object of government is to do for the people what needs to 
be done, but which they cannot, by individual effort, do at all, or do so well, for 
themselves.” 

The key to Idaho’s future prosperity lies in the development of its unused 91 
percent of the water power. The key to development on a comprehensive basis 
and at lowest cost is public financing. 

That will require some public initiative. 


Mr. Marrs. Mr. Howe, just one question. You said the time may 
come in the not-too-distant future when the value of water may become 
greater than the power-generating value. You didn’t mean to exclude 
from that statement the present value of water to irrigation, did you? 

Mr. Hower. Oh, no; not at all, but what I mean to imply was that 
the water is becoming ever more valuable, and with the nuclear devel- 
opment, and so forth, and in the not-too-distant future, the water itself 
may be of more value than the power it generates. 
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Mr. Maprs. I didn’t know whether you were aiming at the strictly 
industrial uses of water or were talking about the farm uses or just 
what your context was. 

Mr. Howe. No, I think the general use of water, 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Howe. 

Mr. Iva Anderson. 


STATEMENT OF IRA ANDERSON, SECRETARY, IDAHO RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Anperson. My name is Ira Anderson. I am secretary of the 
Idaho Resource Development Council, Boise, Idaho, is my address. 
I have a few other resolutions and statements here to present for your 
consideration to be entered in the proceedings from folks that just 
couldn’t possibly come to the hearing. 

This first one is from the Payette River Water Users Association 
and signed by the president, H. Grant Gardner. It appears that he 
used a reservoir company heading for all except his first copy, and I 
think the intent was to make it a Payette River Water Users Asso- 
ciation. 

Here are some extra copies. May I keep one of them a minute. It 
isa rather short resolution and I would like to read it to you. 

Mr. Sneep. All right, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. The resolution by the Payette River Water Users 
Association : 


Whereas we deplore the trend toward complete Federal domination and control 
of the water resources of the various States ; and 

Whereas our irrigation rights are State grants and have been satisfactorily 
administered in the past by the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas the exemptions and safeguards presumably provided in section 12A 
and elsewhere in 8S. 3114 are ambiguous, and to a degree contradictory ; and 

Whereas the control of waters in the Columbia Basin presents innumerable 
diverse and conflicting problems ; and 

Whereas since Idaho is in a minority position, the proposed apportionment and 
appointment of directors might be such as to adversely affect the welfare of the 
area: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the yast majority of Payette Valley water users hereby oppose 
the approval of 8. 3114; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Idaho congres- 
sional delegation. 

° (Signed) H. Grant GARDNER, 

President, Payette River Water Users Association. 


His home is in Fruitland. It shows the location there. 

Another short statement that I have here to present is from the 
Idaho State Horticultural Society. This is in the form of a letter 
addressed to myself : 

DECEMBER 5, 1958. 
Mr. Ira A. ANDERSON, 


Idaho Resource Development Council, 
Boise, Idaho 


DEAR Mr. ANDERSON: The following resolution was adopted unanimously at the 
business meeting at the 64th annual meeting of this society on December 5, 1958. 
“Be it resolved, That the Idaho State Horticultural Society go on record as 
opposing the establishment of the proposed Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration.” 
We would be pleased to have you submit this at the hearing. 
Very truly yours, 


STANLEY Rosrnson, President. 
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Another one that we have just three copies of is a letter addressed 
to the Honorable Dennis Chavez, chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works, U.S. Senate Building, Federal Building, Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 

This is dated December 8, 1958, on the stationery of the Idaho Cattle- 
men’s Association : 


Dear Senator: The following resolution was adopted unanimously at the 45th 
annual convention of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association at Pocatello, Idaho, on 
December 2, 1958: 

“RESOLUTION 1 


“Whereas there is now before the Congress a bill known as S. 3114 (to estab- 
lish the Columbia River Development Corporation) ; and 

“Whereas, this bill if enacted would give virtually dictatorial powers to a 
board of five political appointees of the Federal Government over water develop- 
ment, federally produced power and other resources of the Columbia River and 
its tributaries; and 

“Whereas, this bill jeopardizes the rights of upstream States and water users: 
Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association is unalterably opposed to 
the enactment of S. 3114 or any new proposal having like intents and purposes.” 

We respectfully request that this resolution be entered in the record at the 
Senate hearing in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958. 

Yours very truly, 
Leon L. Weeks, Secretary. 


I have here a statement and a number of copies. It is a little long 
and I won’t read all of it to you, but it will be in the record ¢ 

Mr. Sneep. It will be incorporated in the record in full. 

Mr. Anperson. And this 1s the statement of the Associated Tax- 
payers of Idaho, Inc., to the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers 
and Harbors, Coeur d’Alene, December 10, 1958: 


The Associated Taxpayers of Idaho wishes to direct its comments to the com- 
mittee print of the bill dated November 21, 1958, proposing to amend the Bonne- 
ville Project Act and in particular to section 5. Subsection (c) of section 2 of 
said act is hereby amended to read as follows— 


and reading that section they have quoted in there: 


“Sec. 4. (a) The Corporation may acquire, by purchase, lease, exchange, con- 
demnation, or donation, such real and personal property, or any interest therein, 
including lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission lines, 
substations, and facilities, and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Corporation 
finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this act.” 

Also any other part of the act which endangers the tax base of State and local 
government in Idaho, particularly local government. 

Now, they indicate in this thing that this creation of this type of 
enterprise, entirely handled by the Government, endangers the tax base 
of Idaho. They point out that the amount of the assessed valuation of 
Idaho has increased during the last 6 years and that there is an 
increase, of course, during that time of private power utility valuation 
as a part of the whole setup, the fact that it is needed and used to pay 
for the expenses of Idaho taxing units. 

Mr. Mares. That entire statement, of course, will appear in the 
record. 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes; I didn’t read & in the interest of saving time. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE Horr, JR., PRESIDENT, IDAHO RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 
CounciIL, HorsEsSHOE BEND, IDAHO 


My name is Theodore Hoff, Jr. I am president of the Idaho Resource Devel- 
opment Council and a member of its executive committee of nine members. 
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The Idaho Resource Development Council, holding to the proposition that 
Federal administration, conversion, and sale of the water resources of the 
Northwest is not in the public interest, is pleased to have the opportunity to 
express its beliefs to the U.S. Senate’s Committee on Public Works in the matter 
of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The distinguished Senator from Oregon, Mr. Richard L. Neuberger, has advised 
that certain hearings by the Senate’s Public Works Committee directed to S. 3114 
ereating such a Corporation are not to elicit technical information, but public 
reaction and public interest. 

In that vein, this council goes on record. First, of course, identification of the 
council is necessary to place its views in the proper light. The Idaho Resource 
Development Council, formed to encourage orderly and full employment of 
Idaho’s natural resources through planned, conservative harvesting, has major 
divisions including mining, reclamation, tourist and travel, forestry interests, 
water and hydroelectric power, cattle growers and woolgrowers, Its executive 
committee is composed of members selected from and representing the thinking 
of the woolgrowers, cattlemen, the Grange, Farm Bureau Federation, forestry 
associations, State chamber of commerce, State Reclamation Association, and the 
Idaho Mining Association. 

Specifically, to the proposition at hand: 

In recent years, and always by definitive action, the Congress of the United 
States has expressed itself against intrusion upon the waters of the Snake 
River of Idaho. The reasons for this rejection by the Congress of proposals for 
erection of a Federal multiple-purpose dam in the region of Hells Canyon have 
involved economic as well as historic reasons. The historic are involved here, 
in study of a development corporation, and can be expressed in the two words, 
“water rights.” 

There is nothing protective to upstream water rights in the language of the 
measure as we have seen it. Public interest in Idaho is now, and always will be, 
violently opposed to any measure that would tend to usurp the waters of streams 
beneficial to agriculture. The prior right of water on the land is the voice of 
Idaho in this regard. 

Language establishing the Columbia River Development Corporation is so wide 
in its application that nothing could stir in the Columbia drainage except as ap- 
proved by the Corporation. States are completely removed from government of 
their own waters. The Corporation’s Board is expressly given the right to veto 
any private, or public, reclamation work, or power development. 

The corporation is given the right of unilateral and arbitrary assessment of 
economic rates of return upon any project in the drainage not originated by the 
Corporation. The Corporation’s rates or conditions will be the public’s; the Cor- 
pration’s form of contract for any single or multiple-purpose project will be 
the public’s. There is no avenue of appeal except to the Corporation, and in 
event of suit the Corporation can of itself transfer from State courts to Federal 
courts the matter at issue. 

“Any [italic ours] agreement for the construction, operation, or maintenance 
of any electric power facilities by a non-Federal agency shall be at least as 
favorable to the United States as if the facilities were constructed, operated, or 
maintained by the Corporation or the appropriate Federal agency.” 

There are certain vague gestures at letting the public in on the precedures of 
the Board. None of these are binding, nor specific. In the language of the 
proposed act, the advisory council to the Corporation’s Board may listen, but 
not perform. The Corporation’s relation to itself is emphasized further in the 
proposed bill by the statement that the Governors of the States involved in the 
Corporation may comment upon the Corporation proposals. This same courtesy 
is extended to the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army. 
There is nothing to indicate that the comment will not be added to the faceless 
testimony already gathering dust in certain agencies. 

It seems to be a truism of Government that a bureau created is perpetual, 
that a tax laid on is never removed. Creation of the Corporation and its Board 
constitute the erection of another Federal agency upon a complex structure of 
bureau after bureau. Where do we stop? When is the people’s wish to prosper 
in the capitalistic system of government in America going to be accepted as a 
sensible rule of government? Is it necessary to stray still further into socialism? 

This is evident in the authority given the Corporation and its Board to approve 
or disapprove the construction of all dams and regulatory works on the Columbia 
River or its tributaries. The Corporation is even independent to itself within 








| 
| 
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the Government structure as far as financing is concerned. Its power reve- 
nues and revenue bonds sustain it. Who purchases the bonds? Only the U.S. 
Treasury. 

The States involved are Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and a portion of Mon- 
tana. Five members of the Corporation’s Board are authorized. There is an 
unhealthy possibility of domination of the Board’s deliberations by downstream 
States remote from Idaho’s agriculture. Any issue before the Board could be 
decided without regard to Idaho under the appointive procedure. In a quorum 
of three, two members from downstream States could make decisions in the 
Board’s deliberations. 

The Corporation would absolutely control the allocation of electric power and 
the flow of waters to generate it. If it were spelled out succinctly, there could 
be derived from this fact no greater hint of danger to Idaho’s rights in upstream 
flow of the Snake. Reclamation would be planned with the major objective of 
creating electric power. Electric power would be the principal objective. Recla- 
mation practices already in effect and of long standing are not guaranteed once 
transferred to the Corporation. Although the bill says in apparently specific 
language that it will not affect the rights of landowners or users of irrigation 
waters, it also in the same breath adds “or of the Federal Government.” Prior 
right is a question which aroused the people of Idaho against the Hells Canyon 
multiple-purpose proposals defeated in Congress. 

Speaking for Idahoans, the Idaho Resource Development Council submits to 
the committee that this legislation is unnecessary; it would diminish private 
endeavor; it would put Federal bureaucracy over private initiative; it is social- 
istic, it is self-serving to individuals who have made a fetish over public power, 
and it would remove large areas of taxable wealth from the U.S. Treasury. 
In times when inflation is a menace, when the public debt passes man’s power 
to imagine, when the world eyes the continuing battle between capitalism and 
commission, it is not proper to try to construct this new bureau, this new foray 
of Federal Government into private affairs, this new big-brother type of totalistic 
control that goes far from democratic concepts. 


Mr. Anprrson. I have a letter to myself that I wanted to read to 
you gentlemen from Senator Dennis Donahue, of Custer County. It 
is on the State of Idaho State Senate letterhead, and he is also presi- 
dent of the Challis Forest Cattle Association : 

Mr. I. A. ANDERSON, 
Boise, Idaho. 


Deak Siz: We do not have regular mail service at the ranch and I have just 
received the letters from Mr. Hoff and yourself this 5th day of December, giving 
me very little time even to get an answer to you before the 10th. 

I will be unable to do anything about this personally as I am just home from 
the hospital following major surgery and there is no one on hand to send as a 
witness in my stead. Am sorry as I am very much against the proposed changes 
and wish the council complete success at the committee hearing. 


Sincerely, 
DENNIS DONAHUE, 
President, Challis Forest Cattle Association. 

I had a note from Mr. A. B. Curtis, mayor of Orofino, and he indi- 
cated somebody would be here to read the Orofino Chamber of Com- 
merce statement. I haven’t seen them, but I am sure that he would 
like to have that statement read. 

A Voice. Mr. Anderson, could I tell you that I have that? Jt was 
given to me. 

Mr. Anperson. You have it. All right. I will hold it up on that 
one. 

The Voice. Would you like to present it, sir ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, you go ahead. 

I have a statement by George V. Hjort, president of the Southern 
Idaho Forestry Association, Inc. It is a short statement and I would 
be happy to read it to you: 
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The Southern Idaho Forestry Association wishes in this statement to present 
its views on the legislation embodied in 8. 3114 and the recently revised com- 
mittee print, described as the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

The membership of the association includes sawmill operators, logging man- 
agers, and the owners of timber and timberlands in southern Idaho, representing 
an annual production of over 300 million board feet of lumber. The mills and 
operations enjoy the business from a sound farm economy in southern Idaho. 
The preservation of Idaho water rights by Idaho water users is essential to 
the continued soundness of the economy of these farming areas. 

This legislation places those water rights in jeopardy and raises questions of 
the future controls of such rights. The proposed Corporation’s centralized 
controls of “projects,” rates of return, and waters is incompatible and contrary 
to the orderly development of Idaho’s water resources and the natural resources 
of the entire Northwest now adequately provided for under present laws govern- 
ing such development of power generation, reclamation, mining, and flood control. 

The Southern Idaho Forestry Association, Inc., is opposed to this legislation. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Gero. V. Hyort, President. 
Boise, InaHo, December 9, 1958. 


And in the same vein I have a similar statement from the North 
Idaho Forestry Association. This is a statement of John A. Sanford, 
who lives here in Coeur d’Alene, but I understand is ill and couldn’t 
present the statement. It is also short: 


I am John A. Sanford, president of the North Idaho Forestry Association, 
which is made up of a membership of both a majority of the forest industry 
operators of north Idaho and of its total production. I am manager of one of 
these industries. U.S. Forest Service and Idaho State forestry officials attend 
our meetings to discuss and resolve many problems of mutual interest. Our 
association meets quarterly, and at the last such membership meeting on De- 
cember 2, 1958, the following resolution was unanimously adopted. 

“Resolved, The committee print of the proposed Senate bill which is under- 
stood to be a proposed revision of Senate bill 3114 has been so recently received 
that it has not been possible to make a complete study or adequate analysis of 
its possible effects on our industry. This is particularly true because of the 
many references to other laws and regulations. To make a proper analysis, it 
would be necessary to review all of the previous laws and regulations of which 
only two such examples are the Bonneville Power Act of 1937 nek. to the 1909 
treaty with Canada.” 

However, our preliminary study of this proposed bill has given rise to several 
general objections: This bill would establish a new Federal corporation or 
agency empowered to displace private enterprise in the production and distribu- 
tion of power and the development of the Northwest’s river resources substitut- 
ing bureaucratic control of the region’s economic system and future economic 
growth through governmental ownership of power production and distribution 
facilities, contrary to the fundamental American system of private enterprise. 

The powers vested in such an agency would jeopardize the Northwest States 
control of their waters and the water rights of their citizens. 

The agency to be created by this bill would be empowered to spend public 
moneys without congressional approval and to demand acceptance by the U.S. 
Treasury of up to three-quarters of a billion dollars of its bonds. 

Without any need therefor being demonstrated, this bill would establish an 
additional agency to discharge functions of existing agencies whose powers and 
activities are subject to the control of Congress and the will of the people. 

The new agency would be vested with vast powers now vested in our North- 
west States, existing Federal agencies, and in the Congress of the United States. 
These tremendous powers would be exercised by a board of directors. Nor is 
adequate provision made for control of this Board and the Manager by the 
States or the Congress, which we submit is an unjustified and unwarranted 
departure from the principles of democratic representative self-government. 


By reason of the foregoing objections we are unalterably opposed to the pro- 
posed bill. 
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I have another short one—— 
Mr, Seep. If those all run along about the same general trend, I 
wonder if you could paraphrase those or just submit them for the 


record ? 

Mr. Anperson. I would be glad to explain what they are. 

This is from the Southern Idaho Timber Protective Association, 
submitted by Arthur Wilson, president, and he states that he is land 
commissioner and a member of the State cooperative Board of for- 
estry, and he lists 12 reasons for which this association cannot believe 


it is necessary to create such a project. The very last one in the group 
listed is that— 


Make it forever impossible for me as a U.S. citizen to become a director of 
such a corporation, as I cannot profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of 
this proposed act. 


(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR WILSON, PRESIDENT, SOUTHERN IDAHO TIMBER PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION 


Gentlemen, this statement in opposition to Senate bill 3114 and the revised 
committee bill, is made by Arthur Wilson, Boise, Idaho, president of Southern 
Idaho Timber Protective Association. 

My name is Arthur Wilson. I am president of the Southern Idaho Timber 
Protective Association. I am also State land commissioner, and a member of 
the State cooperative board of forestry. 

I have resided in southwestern Idaho for over 50 years. I make this state- 
ment as president of this association and on behalf of the association. 

A fire protection agency such as ours is dedicated to resource preservation and 
protection. It readily fights the fires on Federal, State, and private land, pro- 
tecting over a million acres of Idaho’s watershed—the owners of those lands 
paying the protection costs. It is quite evident to me and to our trustees that 
the language of the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation would 
give it authority over the management of our protection system, its lookouts, 
guard stations, equipment, and even its personnel. Our protection system, cover- 
ing a large area of Idaho’s watershed, is an important project in the tributaries 
of the Columbia River. 

We cannot believe it is necessary to: 

1. Turn over the control of Idaho water and its protection, preservation, and 
development, to a Board of five men, with no guarantee that Idaho would ever 
have any voice in the dictation of the policies covering its natural resources. 

2. Create a new Federal bureau with power to dictate the flow of waters from 
the Federal dams now built and in operation in Idaho. 

3. Change the marketing agency for Federal power produced in Idaho from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

4. Change the present satisfactory method of determining what projects are 
needed on Idaho streams, and the distribution of the waters used. 

5. Create an entirely new Federal bureau with power to use the moneys in the 
Federal Treasury up to as much as three-fourths of a billion dollars—as much as 
the net returns to the United States Treasury from all National Forest Service 
receipts during the past 50 years over the entire Nation, from sale of timber, 
grazing revenues, and all such moneys returned to the Treasury. 

6. Take the present very satisfactory planning agencies from the Army engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

7. Put at naught the presently approved plans for the comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Columbia and its tributaries, which this association has publicly en- 
dorsed through one of its former presidents. 

8. Give such a Corporation the right to condemn private property, presently 
so well and adequately used in the production of power and the transmission of 
that power to users. 

9. Give such a Corporation Board of five the power to jeopardize the financial 
stability of the many Idaho reclamation projects, and give power production 
precedence over reclamation. 

10. Take the right to sue the Corporation from Idaho courts. 
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11. Give such a Corporation power to cancel any existing contract which it 
determines is restricting power sales for industrial purposes, including Idaho’s 
reclamation power. 

12. Make it forever impossible for me as a U.S. citizen to become a Director of 
such a Corporation, as I cannot profess a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of 
this proposed act. 


Mr. Anpverson. I have another one here that would need to be para- 
phesest to shorten it because it is four and a-half pages long and we 
ave tried to make enough copies of it to cover it. It is Mr. Hoff’s 
statement, Theodore Hoff, Jr., of Horseshoe Bend, Idaho, in opposition 
to Columbia River Development Corporation as proposed in S. 3114 
and in the revised committee print of November 21, 1958. 

Mr. Hoff states that his name is Theodore Hoff and: 


I am president of the Idaho Resource Development Council and a member of 
its executive committee of nine members. 


He points out that the Idaho Resource Development Council— 


holding to the proposition that Federal administration, conversion, and sale of 
the water resources of the Northwest is not in the public interest, is pleased to 
have the opportunity to express its beliefs to the U.S. Senate’s Committee on 
Public Works in the matter of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The distinguished Senator from Oregon, Mr. Richard L. Neuberger, has ad- 
vised that certain hearings by the Senate’s Public Works Committee directed 
to S. 3114 creating such a Corporation are not to elicit technical information, 
but public reaction and public interest. 

In that vein this council goes on record. 


He takes a number of issues. He says first that— 


identification of the council is necessary to place its views in the proper light. 
The Idaho Resource Development Council, formed to encourage orderly and full 
employment of Idaho’s natural resources through planned, conservative harvest- 
ing, has major divisions including mining, reclamation, tourist and travel, 
forestry interests, water and hydroelectric power, cattlemen and woolgrowers. 
Its executive committee is composed of members selected from and represent- 
ing the thinking of the woolgrowers, cattlemen, the Grange, Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration, forestry associations, State chamber of commerce, State reclamation 
association, and the Idaho Mining Association. 


He mentions the fact that Congress, by definite action, has prac- 
tically settled the Hell’s Canyon proposition, but the main ‘thing that 
is involved in this particular thing and that is covered by the historic 
and the economic reasons that had to do with that settlement, from the 
study of the Development Corporation, can be expressed in just two 
words and that is, “water rights,” and there was nothing in the bill, 
as the developmental association sees it, that would protect those 
rights in any way at all. Iam sure that the committee will be inter- 
ested in the statement. 

He concludes the statement by saying that: 

Speaking for Idahoans, the Idaho Resource Development Council submits to 
the committee that this legislation is unnecessary; it would diminish private 
endeavor; it would put Federal bureaucracy over private initiative; it is so- 
cialistic, it is self-serving to individuals who have made a fetish over public 
power, and it would remove large areas of taxable wealth from the U-S. 
Treasury. In times when inflation is a menace, when the public debt passes 
man’s power to imagine, when the world eyes the continuing battle between 
capitalism and communism, it is not proper to try to construct this new bureau, 


this new foray of Federal Government into private affairs, this new big brother 
type of totalistic control that goes far from democratic concepts. 
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(The following was presented for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATED TAXPAYERS OF IDAHO, INC. 


The Associated Taxpayers of Idaho wishes to direct its comments to the com- 
mittee print of the bill dated November 21, 1958, proposing to amend the Bonne- 
ville Project Act and in particular to section 5, subsection (c) of section 2 of 
said act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4(a) The Corporation may acquire, by purchase, lease, exchange, con- 
demnation, or donation, such real and personal property, or any interest therein, 
including lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission lines, 
substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Corpora- 
tion finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act.’ 

Also any other part of the act which endangers the tax base of State and 
local government in Idaho, particularly local government. 

The above-quoted section provides that the proposed authority would be privi- 
leged to acquire by condemnation, if necessary, electric utility property repre- 
senting $70,525,525 of assessed valuation (1958) and further, prevent any in- 
crease in tax base which would accrue in the future by the construction of pri- 
vate taxpaying power utilities. 

The assessed valuation in Idaho has increased $65,830,515 during the last 6 
years, 27.29 percent of which has been an increase in private power utility 
valuation. And there is considerable amount under construction presently 
which will further benefit the taxing units involved—school districts, counties, 
cities and villages, cemetery districts, highway districts, and the State of Idaho. 

The private electric utilities will pay in excess of $5,056,000 in property taxes 
to Idaho units of government on their 1958 property. If the units of govern- 
ment involved were to lose that tax revenue, some would never recover, since 
they have geared the operation of their units to that tax base. 

The Associated Taxpayers of Idaho has published reports for 12 years show- 
ing the increase in property taxes, each time pointing out that the increase indi- 
cates the ever increasing need for more revenue by the units of government in- 
volved, particularly the schools and cities of the State. Taxing units need not 
only the increase in tax base brought about by new construction of private elec- 
tric utility facilities, but also the increase in industrial development brought 
about by the increased availability of power, natural resources and other con- 
tributing factors. 

If Idaho is to keep pace with the advances it has made in the recent past, it 
must have the benefit of the revenue from the development of all its natural re- 
sources, those presently producing and those which indicate future development. 
Any act or authority which endangers the present use of a natural resource 
would reduce the value of the property now producing wealth, particularly 
agriculture and thus lower the present standard of governmental operation and 
also personal income of the State. 

With all of its present production, Idaho has the lowest per capita personal 
income (1957) of any of the 11 Western States. Further reduction possible 
under the provisions of this proposed act, in light of other public laws, would 
certainly curtail even present production of agriculture and other natural re- 
sources and would stifle the possibility of future development encouraged by 
the industrial gains experienced during the last few years. 


Mr. Anperson. The farmers that were presented through the Farm 
Bureau Federation, that were presented through the Idaho Grange, 
in the Snake River Valley are in the thousands, and for the committee 
record to have them know that we are going to have both those 
agencies furnish before your 30-day period has elapsed the number 
of those folks that are down in that Snake River country. Probably, 
you would also like to know the total within the State of Idaho with 
those views. You have listed in the woolgrowers group that there 
were some 2,000 members in that group. The Idaho Cattlemen’s As- 
sociation is an association made up of numerous smaller cattlemen’s 
associations, by no means small within their own rights, because with- 
in each particular area in the State of Idaho the cattlemen have their 
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own associations. They all belong to the State association and they 
have acted for this hearing for this information through that asso- 
ciation, but every single one of them would be interested in giving 
you additional information if you should need it. 

The forestry associations, there is another association besides the 
North Idaho Forestry Association and the Southern Idaho Forestry 
Association, and that is one that has been recently formed in the 
Grangeville area, and I am not familiar with their organization, but 
I know that they have been formed, and it is probable that they may 
come and present something to you at this meeting, and at least I 
am sure they will send something to you before the end of the 30 
days which you have granted. 

That concludes our part of the program. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson. 

Did you have any questions ? 

Mr. Marzs. No. 

Mr. Sneep. And I appreciate you coordinating the testimony of 
all these groups and furnishing us the list of witnesses. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, we were happy to do it. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

IDAHO RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, 
Boise, Idaho, January 9, 1959. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAvEz: At the Senate committee hearing at Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, I advised Colonel Sneed we would be glad to include the number of 
members of the Idaho State Grange and the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation for 
the hearing record. 

At the present time this membership in Idaho is approximately as follows: 
Idaho State Grange, 12,000 members; Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, 15,000 
members. 

Statements in behalf of each of these organizations were made at the Coeur 
d’Alene hearing December 10. If there is any further information we might 
furnish that your committee may require, kindly advise. 

Yours very truly, 


Mr. Snerp. Mr. Mark Taylor. 
STATEMENT OF MARK TAYLOR, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Ira A. ANDERSON, Secretary. 


Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman, my testimony will perhaps be unique 
to a certain degree inasmuch as I am not a member of the chamber 
of commerce. 

I am Mark Taylor. I reside at 505 24th Street North, in Lewiston, 
Idaho, where I own and operate a small business. I came here to 
testify in my own interest, and I do not represent any group or organ- 
ization. 

I am from pioneer stock, and was born in Grangeville, Idaho. I 
have been a resident of the State and a landowner here for a better 
part of my life. 

My mother’s folks came to Idaho territory prior to 1860. My grand- 
father was a merchant in the mining settlement of Florence, and was 
a member of the first vigilante committee to be organized in that area, 
and was later killed by the Indians during the Nez Perce War of 
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1877. My mother was the first white girl who taught school in the 
old mining camp at Warren. My father’s folks moved west about 
1870 and located in the Palouse area at Three Forks, which later be- 
came the town of Pullman. My father was among the pioneer stock- 
men of the Salmon River country in central Idaho County, and I spent 
most of my youth and a good portion of my mature life in that area, 
where I was self-employed in the ranching industry. My travels, 
however, as a civilian, have taken me throughout most of the United 
States, Alaska, Canada, and parts of Mexico. I mention this pri- 
marily to acquaint you with the fact that I feel qualified to testify 
at this hearing. 

For the most part, this land has been good to its people, its pro- 
ductivity is high, its resources are varied and in great. abundance. 
Where else in America can we go today to find such vast natural re- 
sources as we have here in the Pacific Northwest, especially in the 
drainage area of the mighty Columbia and the Snake, the turbulent 
Salmon and the beautiful Clearwater Rivers? 

As our migration continues westward, it is very evident we are 
not keeping pace with some of our neighboring States to the south 
in attracting new industry and promoting industrial growth and ex- 
pansion. While much of our wealth remains standing in the unhar- 
vested forests or imbedded in the earth, we import tons of raw ma- 
terials from Africa, South America and the Orient, and in so doing 
a the livelihood of our own working people, and we attempt 
to bolster our economy with an ever-increasing tax burden, instead 
of harnessing the mighty streams to provide electric energy and water 
storage so necessary to attract new industry. 

We are told that time heals all wounds, but I question does time 
heal all mistakes? At this very moment the great State of California 
is starving for water. I know, because I have lived there. Our good 
neighbors to the north are in urgent need of electric energy with which 
to develop their massive industrial potential; while here in the Pa- 
cific Northwest we continue to flounder in an ever entanglement of 
redtape and timely propaganda. Instead of clarifying the issue, we 
seem to confuse it as some private interests would have us do. We sit 
idly by and cater to the whims of these people who are leading us to 
slaughter like so many sheep. 

For there are those of us who do not realize that private utilities are 
licensed to operate as monopolies and, as such, are guaranteed their 
profits by law. The blunders of the past might well be classified 
among the grim comedies of errors. Valid statistics will bear me out, 
that the whip is at last in Canadian hands, and should they endorse 
the proposal now under study for diverting the headwater of the Co- 
lumbia into the Fraser, it is entirely possible that they may have, in 
the very near future, a single hydroelectric project capable of develop- 
ing up to 6 million kilowatts of electricity. It is the unselfish duty of 
every mature individual to take a long second look at our water re- 
sources in the Pacific Northwest, and to consider carefully the ways 
in which these streams can best be utilized to serve all the people. The 
economic stability of the entire Pacific Northwest is being jeopardized 
through a program of partial development. If we fail to endorse this 
Columbia River plan, we are placing ourselves on the verge of de- 
crepitude through a lack of understanding of the problem confronting 
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these men of vision who have drafted this bill and, although it may 
not be the final answer, it would appear to be a stride in the right di- 
rection, and, with few alterations, could well be the means of leaping 
another barrier which has retarded such progress in the past. 

As a whole, we are not a serious people. As individuals we are en- 
tirely too complacent in dealing with problems capable of altering the 
destiny of this great Nation. The pedestal from which we look down 
upon our foreign neighbors is neither as high nor as mighty as we 
might often believe. Our course is not always the best to pursue, for 
while we struggle in the entanglement of our own webb, the Russians 
have out-maneuvered us in outer space, and, since World War II, have 
built or are building multipurpose dams much greater in size and ca- 
pacity than our own mighty Grand Coulee. These are some of the 
grim reminders we must live with today, and which may recur in the 
not-too-distant future. As late as January 1, 1957, the Federal Power 
Commission has indicated that only 9 percent of Idaho’s electric po- 
tential has been utilized. The future of the State, and its people, is 
hinged to the disposition of the remaining 91 percent, and that poster- 
ity might look upon us with favor, it is our solemn obligation to care- 
fully weigh the merits of the Columbia River development bill and en- 
dorse it in principle, if not in entirety. 

Gentlemen, may I again remind you, the Indian regarded this land 
with sufficient loyalty to fight for it, and on many occasions gave his 
life to preserve something which was rightfully his. Are we so nar- 
row and incompetent as to continue sacrificing our water resources 
without so much as a scrimmage? As I stand before you at this hear- 
ing, I consider it the duty of every individual to choose a plan which 
best promotes the interests of all the people, and it is my privilege to 
endorse this Columbia River Development Corporation bill (in prin- 
ciple) and I strongly urge Congress to enact such legislation. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. 'Taytor. This is one copy of some testimony submitted by a 
housewife from Lewiston, Idaho, who would like to have it included 
in the record if possible. 

Mr. Sneep. That will be done. The letter is from Mrs. Shirley 
Balch. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement follows :) 


I am Shirley Balch, a housewife, and mother of three children. I am now 
residing in Lewiston, Idaho, formerly from the Portland, Oreg., area. I feel 
that every person with the intentions of living in the Northwest, and especially 
those with children who will be raised in this section, should consider the future 
and the possibilities that await them. Will they be forced to take just any 
job in order to exist, or will there be opportunities for them to advance and 
to live in the prosperity and comfort we all strive for? Unless something is 
done for further development of this area in the near future, neither we nor 
our coming generation will reach this goal. 

The Pacific Northwest economy has been sorely in need of a boost for several 
years now. Every person of voting age in the middle and lower income brackets 
should be vitally interested in seeing that prosperity is not allotted to the few. 
This bill is one of the steps forward in the right direction. 

Therefore, I heartily endorse this Corporation bill as a means for achieving 
development that at whatever cost will be repaid many times over in jobs, 
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industry, and prosperity for all in the Northwest, and I strongly urge Congress 
to enact such legislation. 
I thank you. 


Mr. Sneep. Mr. Roger Stephenson. 


SHIRLEY BALcH. 


STATEMENT OF ROGER STEPHENSON, BONNERS FERRY CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 


Mr. SrerHenson. My name is Roger Stephenson, from Bonners 
Ferry, Idaho, here representing the chamber of commerce. Our 
chamber of commerce in Bonners Ferry is not only businessmen, but 
individuals as well, and I want to read a resolution passed by our 
Bonners Ferry Chamber of Commerce: 


Whereas legislation was introduced into the 1958 Congress under Senate 3114 
to amend the Bonneville Act in order to create a Columbia Valley Development 
Corporation; and 

Whereas many basic features of Columbia Valley corporate authority legisla- 
tion are similar to other valley authorities, such as TVA, which would con- 
centrate broad Federal power on our water resources to be controlled by five 
individuals, to expand, own, and operate said Federal power industry in four 
of these States to the exclusion of private enterprise; and 

Whereas the Corporation would have dominant control over the water re- 
sources of the area without the check-and-balance system of government; and 

Whereas this Corporation would be tax-free and otherwise tax-subsidized, 
without restrictions that are placed on private industry; and 

Whereas the corporation could take over activities of State and other Fed- 
eral agencies doing water conservation and development work, and would likely 
crowd out all, or nearly all, of the investor-owned power utilities of the North- 
west; and 

Whereas this legislation could have disastrous effects on irrigation and 
reclamation; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce has previously opposed this 
type of legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bonners Ferry Chamber of Commerce be on record as 
opposing the Columbia Valley Corporation legislation under S. 3114 of the last 
Congress, or any similar type legislation, that would create a valley authority 
law or create a Federal authority that would have dominant control of private 
enterprise and State development of the water resources of Idaho. 


Thank you. 

Could Soak Mr. Mapes a question here? 

Mr. Mapss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SrepHenson. A couple of times this morning I heard you ask 
certain individuals about the unemployment situation here in Idaho, 
if they had any. Well, I don’t think that they gave you a very good 
definite answer on that employment situation. 

Idaho is a little bit different State than a lot of the other States in 
the Union. We have got lots of mountains with plenty of forestry, 
but our situation, especially in northern Idaho, is seasonal, consisting 
of mining, farming, and logging, and, of course, that is seasonal. 
They cannot work when the weather is bad; at that. 

If we only had more industry, if we would do something to bring 
in manufacturing, try and get some of the capital from the East out 
here in our section of the country, I think our employment situation 
would be solved and it would be a whole lot better. Our union organi- 
zations would not be squawking about the employed, and so on, and 
so forth. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Marrs. I might say, Mr. Stephenson, that concurs with Sen- 
ator Neuberger’s ideas, because it applies almost equally to Oregon. 
Of course, lumber and timber is Oregon’s largest industry, too, and 
he has been searching for ways to attract industries into the North- 
west. Power in the past has ee one of the major factors in doing 
that, and that is one of the reasons he has taken so much interest 
in this bill. 

Mr. StepHenson. Well, then, the way to help that out would be to 
do something about freight rates to the Pacific Northwest. Like we 
in Bonners Ferry, freight from the East to us is freighted clear to 
nee 2 back to Bonners Ferry, although it doesn’t go to Seattle 
and back. 

Those are things that have to be taken into consideration, are these 
freight rates. 

Mr. Mares. Speaking in Missoula about a year and a half ago, I 
made some comments on the freight rate situation and was taken to 
task for it in the discussion period thereafter by representatives of 
the railroads, 

I think this is one of the major problems. 

The increase in freight rates, according to the economic analyses, 
which we have had presented in the previous hearings on the bill, 
apparently makes it almost unfeasible now for additional aluminum 
and other such industries, based on power primarily, to locate in the 
Northwest. 

Of course, in the past that has not been true, but we received testi- 
mony and letters from several of the large aluminum companies in 
the previous hearing to the effect that, taking all their costs of ship- 
ping in their raw materials, providing themselves with power, and 
shipping their finished products to market, the difference in shipment 
charges were just about equal to the difference in the power costs be- 
tween the Ohio Valley and, for instance, the Northwest. 

In other words, the freight rates from and to the Northwest have 
gone up so much that it is just as feasible for them now to locate in 
the Ohio Valley and use coal-fired steam-generated power. 

That was one of the problems that were discussed considerably in 
the previous hearing. 

Mr. SrepuHenson. There was one other thing that I heard mentioned 
here, that here in the Pacific Northwest we can’t get industry because 
of high taxation. 

I wonder how many realized that our high taxation here in the 
Northwest, I don’t know how it would be in other States, but in north- 
ern Idaho, take Boundary County for instance, I don’t think that the 
other 43 counties in the State of Idaho know there is a Boundary 
County, but 60 percent of the land in Boundary County is owned either 
by the State or the Federal Government where there aren’t any taxes. 
Those are things that hurt. The taxes would be a whole lot cheaper 
if it weren’t for such public-owned land, and the Government, as a 
matter of fact, did years and years ago give away an awful lot of land 
grants to corporation in northern Idaho, which the speaker that is 
following me could tell you a lot more about it than I could. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you. 

Mr. Bandelin, 
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STATEMENT OF GLENN E. BANDELIN, STATE SENATOR, BONNER 
COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Banpevin. Mr. Chairman, members—— 

Mr. Mapes. Incidentally, any witness who wishes to may sit down, 
of course. 

Mr. Banvettn. Thank you. 

I am a lawyer by profession and during the past 23 years I have 
been very much interested in the sale and distribution of electrical] 
energy in the Northwest, and particularly in Bonner County, Bound- 
ary County, and in the adjoining counties in Montana, partially in 
Canada, and in Washington. 

I have no prepared statement, I am merely ad-libbing here. 

At the present time, I am serving my fifth term in the Senate of 
Idaho as Rector from Bonner County. Priest River, whose cham- 
ber has testified, and Sandpoint are both in my county. 

I am opposed to their way of thinking and I believe that the ma- 
jority of the citizens of my county and the majority of the citizens of 
the State of Idaho believe in the orderly development of water re- 
sources. I believe that they want low-cost power furnished to all the 
people of this area so that we may enjoy the advantages of those who 
are receiving power from Grand Coulee Dam. Incidentally, the co- 
operative which I represent at the present time does receive power 
from that dam and immense savings have accrued to our members in 
Bonner and Boundary Counties and throughout the Northwest. 

This would be a good proposition from the standpoint of national 
defense. I wonder how many have thought of that? You must have 
one dam after another dam, you must utilize the water as it rolls 
downhill. That water is up there at Sandpoint, and is not the prop- 
erty of the citizens of Sandpoint or of Bonner County. It was 
raised in Montana, perhaps some of it even as far as Canada. It runs 
downhill, it is the property of all the people, and not just the people 
there. There is no way of stopping it; water doesn’t recognize any 
county boundaries, nor does it recognize State boundaries. 

Now, I have been amused, as a lawyer, to hear the interpretations 
placed upon the act as presented. You have heard a lot of talk about 
water rights. There is nothing in this act that can take from any 
citizen a water right that the Federal Government cannot take at the 
present time. 

A water right in Idaho is a vested right, it belongs to whomever has 
it. It is appurtenant to the land. The only way that it can be taken 
is by eminent domain, and, as to eminent domain, I notice there were 
some objections to that. Our country is founded upon eminent do- 
main, but the only way that it can be taken is by paying the person 
who owns that water right the full value and, in addition, in this 
bill for the first time in America, there is a provision to allow up to 
25 percent more than the fair value of that land. 

What is this about wanting to bring it before State judges instead 
of Federal judges?) What is the complexion at the present time of 
your Federal judges in Idaho? Judge Taylor, a good Republican: 
Chase Clark, a good Democrat, both from the State of Idaho, and 
the State of Idaho has just adopted the Federal Rules of Procedure. 
Why be afraid to take an Idaho problem before an Idaho judge? 
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I can’t see why anyone would object to the use of water for hydro- 
electric power. The water is here on one side of the dam, it flows 
through, it generates power, it comes out the other side. That water is 
not destroyed and every dam that we have stores water up and down 
the Columbia Valley. The more storage we have, the more reclama- 
tion you can have. ’ 

No, there isn’t any attempt in this act or any other act to deprive 
the farmers or the reclamationists of any water whatsoever. We 
must have upstream storage. 

Now, there are a few things. I am an American citizen. I was 
born where I live at the present time almost 50 years ago. I resent 
these implications of dictatorship, Socialist, Soviets, and so forth. I 
am none of them; I am a good American citizen. If it means that I 
believe in the good neighbor policy to let the upstream storage be 
used by the downstream plants, if I am a Socialist, then, Socialist I 
be, but I do believe in the good neighbor policy. 

We will goback. The city of Sandpoint, here mentioned two dams, 
and that they are getting greater benefits out of one than the other. 
At one end of our county, we have the Albeni Falls Dam, which stores 
at the present time about 1,400,000 acre-feet of water. That water 
is used over and over again innumerable times in the course of its 

assage to the Pacific Ocean, power is generated from it, but what 
epee we got at the other dam? True enough, we get the taxes and I 
appreciate them. That dam would never have been constructed if it 
had not been for the upstream storage of Hungry Horse Dam, so we 
can thank the Federal Government for constructing Hungry Horse 
Dam so that we do have the tax advantage benefits of the Cabinet 
Gorge Dam. The other dam makes us more money if you will figure 
up all the indirect benefits and the money that it brings back, pri- 
marily to the Federal Government. 

I was amused here at the statement of one witness. The last time 
that I heard that witness talk was before me at a hearing of one of 
our committees in the State of Idaho in the legislature in the senate. 
At that time, his testimony was to the effect that there was a great 
shortage of power in the Pacific Northwest; today there is no short- 
age. Now, I don’t mean to impugn his veracity, but it does show the 
changing of times; it does show that we can’t be sure of what is going 
to happen in the future. We must have adequate power develop- 
ment; we must be prepared for any eventuality. 

I could go on here. There is one thing that I do want to correct. 
You know, [ am an American, as I stated before. One of the funda- 
mental things in this Government of ours is that a man accused shall 
not be convicted before he is brought to trial before a jury of his 
peers. 

Today there was mention of the Grant County proceedings down 
there. Now, I know a little something about that, or I wouldn’t be 
talking. To date, that grand jury investigation has resulted in abso- 
lutely nothing. There has been no indictment. And yet here today 
we did have an indictment, and if it weren’t brought out in this 
record, the person reading it in Washington, D.C., would think that 
there was something of the Grant County investigation. 

Let me tell you this: I would be tickled to death if we had a Grant 
County investigation, a grand jury investigation, if you please, in our 
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county, if we could have the electrical rates that they have in Grant 
County today. I wouldn’t be paying $60 a month for heating my 
house, I would be getting it for $20 a month. And if we can get 
those advantages, too, for the people in this area, then we will be able 
to compete with the people of other areas, and I only hope that Sena- 
tor Neuberger will be successful in the presenting of this bill to the 
Senate of the United States and that it will become law. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Senator Bandelin. 

Mr. Mapes. Mr. Bandelin, I have a question. 

You mentioned being an attorney. Have you read this bill? 

Mr. Banvetin. I haven’t read it at length, no, sir; but I have read 
some very good provisions in it, and particularly I wish that the 
people here who are interested in this bill would start reading from 
page 13, paragraph (g), which tells about how this bill shall go. A 
report shall be made to Congress from the President of the United 
States, and so forth. It must be done at least 60 days prior to the 
advanced program, and so forth. 

Mr. Mapes. What I was concerned with was the question which 
was raised earlier about section 12(c) on page 28. 

Mr. Banpextn. Yes; I have read that several times. 

Mr. Mapes. As a lawyer, if the Corporation or the Board were to 
violate that provision, or try, for instance, to order an upstream 
irrigation district to release water, or something like that, would you 
undertake to defend that Board in court in an injunction action 
brought by the district? 

Mr. Banpeiin. Well, there would be no defense whatever if they 
violated it. It is the same proposition. 

They tried to say, when we wanted to build Albeni Falls Dam, that 
they can go about how many feet above elevation 26214, and yet today 
I, myself, think that if they went 1 inch above it at the time, and 
if it were done more than one time, an injunctive proceeding could 
be brought and it could be stopped. 

This is part of the law of the land if it is enacted. It couldn’t be 
any plainer. 

I have been in that senate for so long and listened to these southern 
Idaho boys come in and not know what they were talking about on 
these deals. 

How could it be any plainer that it can’t “affect or in any way 
interfere with the laws of any State relating to the control, appro- 
priation, use or distribution of water used in irrigation, or any vested 
right acquired thereunder”? As I pointed out before, they couldn’t 
do it anyhow unless they gave just compensation for it, which is the 
present law of the land. 

Mr. Mapes. I just wanted to clear that up, because there was some 
question about it earlier and I wanted to get your opinion on it. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Banpettn. Thank you. 

Mr. Sweep. Thank you, Mr. Bandelin. 

Mr. Everett Will. 
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STATEMENT OF EVERETT WILL, MOSCOW CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Wi. Mr. Sneed, gentlemen, my name is Everett Will. Iam 
a businessman from Moscow, Idaho, and I have a statement from 
the Moscow Chamber of Commerce which I would like to read: 


STATEMENT BY THE Moscow CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TO THE PuBLIC WorKs CoM- 
MITTEE, U.S. SENATE, ON COMMITTEE PRINT OF SENATE BULL CITED as “THE Co- 
LUMBIA River DEVELOPMENT Act OF 1959” 


(To amend the Bonneville Power Act in order to establish the Columbia River 
Development Corporation) 


The Moscow Chamber of Commerce urges the rejection of the November 21, 
1958, committee print of S. 3114 cited as “The Columbia River Development 
Act of 1959.” 

The Moscow Chamber of Commerce makes no attempt here to present to the 
Public Works subcommittee at this hearing a detailed analysis of the far- 
reaching changes in Federal water resource development policies which are 
actually proposed or implied by this bill, but cite the following points as our 
basis for rejection: 

The chamber objects to this bill on several points. Generally speaking, it 
is not needed. The four Western States have adequate power facilities. Local 
enterprise, both public and private, has been assuming increasing responsibility 
for the power needs of this area. Voluntary efforts through the Northwest 
Power Pool have been proved satisfactory in the coordinated operation of exist- 
ing projects. This bill represents an extension of Federal authority in this 
region at this time. 

This bill would place regional hydro-power development in the Pacific North- 
west almost entirely into the Corporation, which would be substantially beyond 
control of the people in this area and the Congress in which this area is repre- 
sented. It would jeopardize individual and State rights, and would discourage 
existing and future local private enterprise in power development and use. 

This bill gives the management of the Corporation the power to condemn exist- 
ing transmission lines, build steam plants, atomic powerplants, transmission lines 
at such places in the Northwest as it sees fit. The management, under this bill, 
requires no congressional approval of these acts. The Federal Power Commis- 
sion would no longer be effective. The management of the Corporation may reg- 
ulate power rates at its own discretion. There would be no budget control. The 
people of the area would have no voice in this matter. 

Under this bill the Corporation would be empowered to take from established 
Federal agencies the major portion of their jurisdiction over the planning, con- 
struction and operation of Federal water-resources projects in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

The Moscow Chamber of Commerce strongly favors continued development 
and conservation of the land and water resources of this area. However, we 
believe the equitable accomplishment of these objectives can best be realized by 
continued adherence to our present system of agencies which are controlled by 
the people through their congressional representatives, rather than to delegate 
these authorities to one appointed manager who has no restraints other than 
those of an advisory board. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Moscow CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


I also have, as mentioned in the presentation of Mr. Anderson 
awhile ago, the testimony of the Orifino Chamber of Commerce and, 
with your indulgence, I would like to read it. It is very short: 


Senate Public Works Subcommittee Hearing on Columbia River Development 
Corporation, Coeur d’Alene, Idaho: 

Orofino Chamber of Commerce is opposed to establishment of a Columbia River 
Development Corporation. 

Located on a major flooding river, as yet uncontrolled by Federal dams, we feel 
that we have a vital stake in the future water-resource development of this part 
of the Columbia River Basin. Proposals embodied in Senate bill 3114 or a simi- 
lar bill, would place regional power projects and all other resource works inci- 
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dental to power production, substantially beyond the control of our people and 
of Congress. 

We are convinced that creation of such a Federal corporation has no urgent 
i need, as witness a recent statement by William A. Pearl, Bonneville Power Ad- 
t ministrator, who said in the Oregon Journal November 13, that an adequate sup- 

ply of power seems assured for the next 10 years. 
i From the bill, it is evident that the Corporation could very well jeopardize 
i the broad utility tax base existing in Idaho and usurp a tax-producing resource, 
which is of tremendous importance to our State and local governments. 

The Corporation, empowered to issue revenue bonds, up to about $3 billion 
value of the existing installations, would have the broadest powers ever con- 
ceived for a five-man Board of Directors. This all-powerful, Federal entity 
might find it advantageous to use any of our valuable Idaho river valleys for 
i reservoirs to produce downstream power benefits, at the expense of other 
f segments or industries in our economy. It can be noted that the original spon- 
sor of this Corporation is the Northwest Public Power Association, one of the 





ardent backers of the controversial Nez Perce Dam. 
Another example lies even closer to home. In 1948, the Corps of Engineers 


proposed to build a dam 10 miles above Orofino, flooding out most of the upper 
) Clearwater River Valley, and blocking main arteries of access to the south and 
i east. Through the system of hearings, congressional review, State checks and 
balances, they were persuaded to select other sites such as Bruces Eddy Dam, 

- that would preserve other facets of our economy more valuable than power. 
We are most fearful that, if the water resource control of the Northwest is 
i delegated to five men, any three of whom could act, that we surely will be giving 
up our opportunities to protect our own interests, against larger, more powerful 
Ff groups whose narrow vision might sacrifice other benefits for cheap Federal 


power. 
Respectfully submitted. 


t OrorIno CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Will. 

When we had the proposal for Bruces Eddy Dam before the com- 
mittee, there was also considerable opposition to it. I don’t know 
whether you are familiar with that. 

Mr. Wi. Well, is that not included in the comprehensive report 
of the Army Engineers? 

Mr. Sneep. I think Bruces Eddy on the North Fork and Pennys 
: Cliff on the South Fork or Middle Fork are probably both included, 
: yes, sir. 

Mr. Wux. And also, as I understand it, the high Mountain Sheep 
is in there. 

Mr. Mares. That’s right; that is correct. 

Mr. Wut. And I heard some discussion as to whether that would 
or would not flood out the area of the lower Hells Canyon, which I 
understand it does not. They tell me that that does not preclude the 
building of lower Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Snerep. I think that comprehensive review has made an effort 
to obtain the 22 million acre-feet of flood-control storage in the upper 
Columbia they stated they needed in the old 

Mr. Wii. I have heard a discussion, I have heard all kinds of 
figures here, as to the amount of percentage of Columbia Valley po- 
tential that has presently been harnessed and that which is in process. 
It has varied a great deal in the testimony. 

I don’t know that I could site any authority, but I have wondered 
if the figures that I have read are somewhat nearly correct, that there 
is about 9 million kilowatts presently in production and with the dams 
now under construction, it will push that up to about 16. 

Mr. Sweep. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Marrs. I think that is approximately correct. 
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Mr. Wut. And what is considered the potential of the valley hydro, 
in the neighborhood of 22 to 25 million kilowatts? 

Mr. Mapes. Well, the total potential runs nearly 35, and I think it 
may have been just upped recently in the Federal Power Commission 
report. I don’t happen to have those figures at hand, although I 
could dig it out of the FPC publication. _ é 

Mr. Witt. My thought was a substantial part of that potential is 
presently in construction or dams in construction to bring it in, and 
that we are well on the way to a substantial part of that development 
if we have nine, and on the road to building, in the process of build- 
ing, seven more, we would be in an area of half or 60 percent, perhaps, 
of the potential developed, and that it has been working satisfactorily 
under the existing agencies with the checks and balances of the Con- 
gress pertaining thereto and their continuing annual review and rights 


of appropriation, and so forth, in handling of these projects as they 
come up. 


That has been our thinking. 

Mr. Marrs. I think one of the reasons for the interest Senator 
Neuberger and others have in this bill is the possibility that it will 
provide fairly low-cost financing, which, as you can imagine, would 
permit a larger percentage of the total potential to be developed than 
higher cost of financing would allow. 

Mr. Wut. That would get you into the area that has been touched 
rather vaguely and some vehemently today in regard to the question 
of philosophy as to tax base and private enterprise versus public own- 
ership, but we mustn’t overlook the fact that a lot of this production 
that we have now does have a tax base, that we have got to have a 
tax base from somewhere to pay these bills, we have got to have a 
tax income, and where we do provide Federal power and it is not 
paying taxes and, therefore, is cheaper for that reason, it has to be 
substituted in some other way from the standpoint of getting revenue. 

Mr. Mapes. Is it not partly a question of whether the taxes should 
be paid in the individual’s power bill or through some other medium ? 

Mr. Wii. Perhaps there is a point there, but I know no more 
equitable way than that method of paying taxes. I think that if 
the power that is being sold at different levels of the usage, industrial 
to commercial and private consumption, individual consumption, and 
so forth, in those brackets, were compared and these low rates that 
are given through the public ownership wouldn’t appear to be nearly 
so low if we reduced the private power by the amount of taxes that 
they do pay. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you. 

Mr. Witt. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Ora Beasley. 


STATEMENT OF ORA BEASLEY, NORTHERN LIGHTS, INC. 


Mr. Brastry. Thank you, Mr. Sneed. I do not have a prepared 
statement. I would like to have in the record that I reserve the right 
to prepare and submit a statement later. 

Mr. Sneep. That will be perfectly all right. 

Mr. Brastry. Thank you. My name is Ora Beasley and I am a citi- 
zen of Idaho and live at Sandpoint, and I would like to go on record 
as being in favor of this bill in principle. 
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I realize there are questions on both sides and there are two sides of 
the philosophy, so pointed out here today, and I would also like to 
make for the record a statement that I once lived in the Tennessee Val- 
ley area, and I would like to say that, in my opinion, of having lived 
there before the TVA, which goes back further than I would like to re- 
call, and living there many years afterward, that I believe the gentle- 
man who bok about TVA earlier in the day would get his eyes 
opened should he visit the area and go clear through the valley again. 

I believe, and having visited the area many times since I lived there, 
that the people in the valley would vote in favor of keeping what they 
have got by 90 to 10. I am convinced beyond any doubt that in the 
valley the complete countryside has changed and the tax base that 
has been spoken so much of here today has changed completely, and, 
after all, I believe that if we would take stock, that there 1s one group 
of people in this country who pay tax, and that is you and I, the peo- 
ple who use the services of the companies who are affording the serv- 
ices and furnishing them to us. 

I also pay a power bill each month personally at my home to a 
power company, and a part of the money I pay is the money they pay 
taxes with at the end of a year, and, personally, I would like to be on 
record as being one who favors paying my taxes directly and not giv- 
ing it to somebody else and let them pay it in their name. 

will present testimony during the next 30 days. 

Mr. Mapes. Mr. Beasley, the question you raise is the question that 
was in my mind; in other words, between the direct payment of taxes 
and payment in part of the utility bill. This, of course, is under our 
system a very important part of the cost of money, the fixed costs of 
building of any hydro resource. Hydroelectric power development, I 
should say. 

I gather from what you have said that if you have the choice, rather 
than raise the cost and perhaps decrease the amount of resource de- 
velopment which would be possible within the basin, you would rather 
pay directly in some other form ? 

r. Beastey. I would rather pay my own tax and then pay my bills 
for service and have developments such as this bill would afford us 
than to pay my tax to someone else and let them be the taxpayer in 
their name instead of mine. 

Mr. Marrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Beasley. 

Mr. Beastey. Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. Barron, of the Pacific Telephone Co. 

(No response.) 

Mr. Lynn Tuttle. 

Mr. Mapes. Mr. Anderson, if Mr. Barron has a statement—— 

Mr. Anverson. I haven’t seen him. 


STATEMENT OF LYNN TUTTLE, CHAIRMAN, IDAHO-OREGON- 
WASHINGTON HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tortie. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Lynn Tuttle, I live at Clarkston, Wash., and I am in the real 
estate business and more or less in farming also, and I happen to be 
toe shelzman of the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Asso- 
ciation. 
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I haven’t a prepared statement on this, but I have a few notes and 
I would like to present a statement later. 

Mr. Sneep. That will be quite all right. 

Mr. Turrie. I started to write this out and didn’t get very far, 
but the need of a Columbia River Development Corporation with such 
powers as are given in this committee print has long been apparent. 
The idea has been tossed around in various way for at least 10 years. 
It has gradually evolved because the present laws under which the 
Bonneville and other agencies operate are cumbersome and inadequate. 

I think that Raldon Miller, who is dead now but was the editor of 
the Walla Walla Bulletin, was one of the first to advocate a corpora- 
tion with the right to issue bonds to go ahead. Incidentally, he was 
a very ardent Republican, which I can’t profess to be, but he was a 
strong advocate of that and I have heard him present the case before 
various organizations. 

Full comprehensive development of our river resources under the 
present complicity of regulations is practically an impossibility. Co- 
ordinated and responsible electric development is the basis for other 
development and it is essential to go along with it. While this bill 
pertains particularly to electric development, still it all ties in to- 
gether, and unless our streams are developed to their maximum prac- 
tical usage, we can’t have these other benefits. 

As far as I am concerned, there are neither State nor political 
boundaries when it comes to this development. Even the private utili- 
ties advocate a change. They, however, want a sort of divide-and- 
conquer policy that will pit one State against another so they can step 
in and gain all the benefits for themselves. So far, they have done 
pretty well by way of benefits. They buy energy from the Booneville 
for less than do the utility districts. They take full benefits from 
Federal storage and skim the cream with downstream run of the river 
dams. They get by with inadequate fish ladders and they destroyed 
the salmon run on the Clearwater River with a dam at Lewiston, 
Tdaho, and bear in mind the recent bungling in the Hells Canyon 
reach, where they shut the Snake River off entirely. Fish don’t do 
very well in dry streambeds or where a trickle of water seeps through 

ravel. Now, that whole river was lined with dead salmon down 

‘low there. There were about 2,600 or so that they state were lost 
in the pools right at where the Oxbo ladder fizzled, but that doesn’t 
account for those that were lost below or in little pools where they con- 
gregated and used up all the oxygen in the water. 

Private power usually gets by with enormous tax writeoffs, even 
though they collect all the taxes from the consumer, and that is very 
true. Your Cabinet Gorge up here got a very appreciable tax write- 
off, but that didn’t keep them from collecting the taxes from the con- 
— in their bills. They just didn’t have to pay them at that time, 
anynow. 

These private utilities would like all the energy and sources of 
energy, including Bonneville and the TVA, turned over to themselves. 
There was a strong effort along that direction in this after these last 
two presidential elections. They thought they were going to do it; 
they had it all figured up to knock Hells Canyon out the first thing, 
and there was enough opposition so they didn’t get to do it all at 
once and, incidentally, Hells Canyon isn’t a dead issue yet. 





2 ee See rea pre eee 





i 
I 








1022 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


But they had hoped to get control, full control, of all the rivers 
then, and with the Dixon-Yates bill they were going to kill the TVA 
bill off one way or another, and that was blocked, and with a very 
much gifted Sherman Adams in there telling the President what to 
do, they were going to accomplish some other things they set their 
hearts on. 

The proposed bill, as outlined very specifically, would give the 
Pacific Northwest a maximum of local control, and your five-man 
board would be directly responsible in the area here. It wouldn’t be 
dictated to by a bunch of monopolists back in New York and Maine 
and Boston. I think we would have a good deal more local control 
with this bill than we have at the present time. So far, only the 
public utility districts and various leikets cooperatives have a sem- 
blance of local control. The tieup of our private power companies 
here with the manufacturers association and big business in general 
is such that you and I don’t have anything to say about it. Instead 
of the Government controlling the companies, the companies have, 
in the main, controlled the Government. 

And speaking of your water rights, it wasn’t but a few years ago 
that the Washington Water Power canceled out 140 deeded water 
rights in the city of Clarkston. These water rights had been pur- 
chased by the people from them and their predecessors there, but they 
canceled them out with one stroke of the pen and never offered any 
remuneration. For the people there to fight it, it was going to have 
to go probably into Federal court and would have taken about $50,000, 
probably, and we just weren’t in a position to carry on the battle. 
But after selling the people those water rights, they were canceled out, 
and if the Federal Government had done that, there would have been 
a great hullabaloo in all the papers and magazines all over the United 
States, but as long as that was done, why, it barely attracted a line 
of small print in the locl papers. A private power company is too 
holy to criticize. 

As far as private enterprise is concerned, when you have a private 
monopoly or an industry which by way of its nature is a monopoly, 
it ceases, in my opinion, to be a private enterprise. The Grand Coulee 
Dam and the Bonneville setup has brought more private industry into 
the Northwest than would have ever been here under the private 
power system. 

Now, I am not altogether opposed to private power. If we could 
control them, they would be all right, but where they are in the 
saddle and control the public and have this unlimited amount of 
money to go around to all these chambers of commerce and present 
their speakers and infiltrate all the organizations, why, then, I am 
somewhat opposed to them. I think that is a little bit unfair, their 
method of procedure. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Tuttle. 

Mr. George Amas. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. AMAS, NORTH IDAHO CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Amas. My name is George B. Amas, and I am appearing here 
to represent the North Idaho Chamber of Commerce. In the absence 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1023 


of our president, I have been asked to present the resolution that was 
passed at the semiannual fall session in Moscow, November 15. 

I have no prepared statement to make and, with your permission, 
I would like to read the resolution. 

Mr. SNeep. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Margs. Do you have a spare copy ? 

Mr. Amas. Yes, I havetwo copies youcan have. [Reading:] 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1953, by Senator Neuberger of 
Oregon, and others, a bill, S. 3114, entitled “To amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation” ; and 

Whereas this bill proposes to set up a corporation in the Northwest with far- 
reaching powers for the construction, operation, and development of water 
resources projects on the Columbia River and tributaries ; and 

Whereas it would duplicate, and in some instances supersede, authority repos- 
ing at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission, and would have a 
veto power on any projects authorized or recommended by such agencies or by 
any private agencies; and 

Whereas S. 3114 is another in a series of legislative proposals which threaten 
our rights, including water rights; and 

Whereas the establishing of such a corporation is a thinly disguised substitute 
for a valley authority and, in effect, would constitute a form of Columbia Valley 
Authority; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Reclamation Association, with a membership of 
approximately 140 irrigation districts and canal companies in the Snake River 
Basin in Idaho with approximately 2 million irrigated acres, has repeatedly 
gone on record as opposing any and all types of valley authorities and wants 
no part of turning control of our resources over to any central authority: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That, North Idaho Chamber of Commerce at its annual meeting 
in Moscow, Idaho, on November 14 and 15, 1958, is unalterably opopsed to 8S. 3114 
or any similar proposed legislation and urges the Idaho congressional delegates 
to work aggressively for its defeat ; and, be it further 

Resolved, That, a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of 
the Senate Committe on Public Works, Senator James E. Murray, chairman of 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, and to the members of the Idaho 
delegation in Congress. 

Lee Lowry, 
President, North Idaho Chamber of Commerce. 


The North Idaho Chamber, incidentally, is composed of a member- 
ship from different chambers of commerce in the different cities in 
the 11 northern counties of Idaho and individual citizens and mem- 
bers of the business and professional people of that area. 

Mr. Mares. Mr. Amas, would it surprise you if I told you that 
the chambers of commerce in the downstream States didn’t always 
agree with your position on this bill ? 

Mr. Amas. There may be some of them did not. We represent the 
11 northern Idaho counties. 

Mr. Marrs. Allow me to say that you have no cause for surprise. 
To my knowledge, every chamber of commerce has agreed with you to 
date. 

Mr. Amas. That’s right. There could be some that I don’t know 
of, but, as I say, the North Idaho Chamber of Commerce represents the 
11 north Idaho counties. 

That is all. 

Mr. Mares. Thank you, Mr. Amas. 

Mr. Sneep. Mr. J. Leonard Salmon of the Burley Chamber of 
Commerce. 


37710—59—-pt. 224 
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STATEMENT OF LEONARD SALMON, MAYOR, CITY OF BURLEY, 
IDAHO 


Mr. Satmon. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. 

My name is Leonard Salmon, I am the mayor of the city of Burley. 
The Burley Chamber of Commerce has already been entered into 
the record, and I was directed to come here by the governing body of 
the city of Burley to gather information, to listen to the testimony 
as it is presented from both sides. 

I have no written testimony to present, and I am to take this testi- 
mony back for the study of the city council, after which they will 
present written testimony to the committee within the 30 days that is 

iven. 
. Mr. Sneep. That will be fine, Mr. Salmon. We will be glad to 
receive anything you care to submit. 

Mr. Albert H. Knudson. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT H. KNUDSON, SECRETARY, KOOTENAI 
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Knupson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I am 
Albert H. Knudson, secretary of Kootenai R.E.A. 
We have here a resolution passed by the board of directors, reading: 


We endorse the principle of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
in reference to financing the power development of the Pacific Northwest. 

We want further study on the application of the preference and the meaning 
of the provision relative to utility responsibility. 

We believe a Columbia River Corporation will be necessary for comprehensive 
development of associated resources in the Pacific Northwest. 


That is signed by Arthur C. Jacquot, the president, and myself as 
secretary. 

And may I present here two personal endorsements of the bill also 
that were handed me, not at my request. They just volunteered the 
letters here. One is by Arthur Manley of 1109 11th Street of this 
city, and another one by Edward H. Johnson of 517 North 20th Street 
of Coeur d’Alene, endorsing it. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Knudson. 

(The letters follow :) 

CoEuR D’ALENE, December 10, 1958. 


Senator RrcHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 


Honoras_e Sir: My name is Art Manley; I have lived in Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, 
my birthplace, most of my life. I am an accountant. During my lifetime the 
State of Idaho has increased less than 200,000 in population. Its entire popula- 
tion today is less than 600,000; there are 15 cities in the United States having 
greater population than the whole State of Idaho. 

Yet our State is rich in natural resources and is, from the standpoint of 
climate and topography a most desirable place in which to live. I feel that 
our growth has been limited by lack of industrial power and lack of cheap 
transportation facilities. Both of these needs could be met by vigorous and 
comprehensive Columbia Basin development. 

Here in North Idaho we have felt the benefits of Columbia River power, 
particularly in the area adjacent to Spokane where many of our people have 
been employed. However, many have lost jobs in the past 2 years because of 
power shortages resulting in curtailed production. 

We have watched, too, hopefully as basin development brings water transpor- 
tation ever closer to our sister city, Lewiston. 
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But in recent years this basin development program has continued at a 
greatly reduced rate. 

It is my hope and belief that the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation would reinvigorate Columbia Basin development and make possible 
rapid, comprehensive growth of this area in a manner relatively unhampered 
by political considerations. This would provide power and transportation to 
transform Idaho’s abundant raw materials into jobs and prosperity. 

And this is not to mention those other less immediately tangible benefits that 
proper basin development. would provide, such as flood control and soil conser- 
vation and careful use of other natural resources. 

In view of the above considerations I am in favor of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill and would like to have this statement made a 
part of the hearing record. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ART MANLEY. 


CoEUR D’ALENE, IDAHO, December 8, 1958. 


Senator RrcHarpD L. NEUBERGER, 
Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, Committee on Public 
Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This letter is written as my endorsement as a 
private citizen of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill on which 
a public hearing is being held in Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, on December 10, 1958. 

I have followed the development of power projects in the Northwest for the 
past 25 years and have observed and realized how the abundance of low-cost 
power has become of vital importance in building the economy of the Inland 
Empire. I believe the plan proposed in this bill would assure such development 


on a sound financial basis. 
It is my observation that the plan incorporated in this bill for a Regional 


Corporation will do much to coordinate many of the overlapping functions that 
are now handled by various agencies involved in water and resource develop- 
ment and thus be to the best interest of the taxpayers. 
Sincerely. 
Epwarp H. JOHNSON. 

Mr. Knvupson. May I have the privilege of a few personal remarks? 

Mr. Sneep. Certainly. 

Mr. Knupson. I don’t have them on record, but I was born and 
raised in this county for the past 60-some years, and I have marveled 
at the development and the benefits that this part of the State has 
derived indirectly, as you may say, because of the development of the 
power at Coulee Dam. 

In the twenties, or 1915 and 1920, we had the same general objec- 
tion to Coulee Dam, which was to furnish cheap low-cost electricity, 
and the sound of the objections now ring a similar bell all the way 
down the line, and they were just as far wrong from that result, we 
can assume, that their objection now will be wrong on something 
progressive as this appears. 

And there isn’t any question but what north Idaho and this com- 
munity have benefited immensely the last 20 years from the low-cost 
power available through Coulee Dam, and there might be certain ob- 
jections to various angles of this, but I have full faith in those people 
that have been instrumental in working this bill through to this stage 
and I think the bad kinks will be taken out of it, and 1 for one, and I 
know that I have the same opinion as hundreds of my rural people 
have, that we must have cheap electricity in this area, and through 
Bonneville we have been able to obtain that, which is extremely im- 
portant to our rural people, and I speak because that Bonneville 
power is the source of power for our three or four northern rural 
electric organizations, which I think in themselves have done a mar- 
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velous pon of work in the rural areas, and I have doubt over the 
years of experience that private power has the philosophy of offering 
us cheap electricity. 

That is the reason I lean on some organization of this type, and I 
know that there are hundreds and thousands of people of the same 
general opinion but they are not organized to be able to present it. 

I marvel at the organization that develops this uniform opposition, 
but it is one of our American ways and in many ways they do a 
wonderful piece of work, but they can also make it extremely tough 
for some of us lower dogs that have to have low-cost electricity. 

I could go on continually, but I hesitate to take up your time. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Knupson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Snzep. Mr. Glen Barnard. 

[ No response. | 

Mr. Schlender. 


STATEMENT OF EDMOND SCHLENDER, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
SNAKE RIVER POWER ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Scuienper. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Edmond C. Schlender and my address is Malta, Idaho. I am 
the secretary-treasurer of the Snake River Power Association, Inc., 
the address of which is 1850 Schodde Avenue, Burley, Idaho. 

I am a director of the Western States Water and Power Conference. 
I am also manager of the Raft River Electric Cooperative, Inc., at 
Malta, Idaho. 

I appear here today in behalf of the Snake River Power Associa- 
tion, a copy of the resolution of the board of directors so authorizing 
me is hereby attached. 

The Snake River Power Association is an organization composed of 
and brought about by electric cooperatives and mutuals and municipal 
electric systems of southern Idaho for the purpose of obtaining an 
adequate supply of electric power at reasonable cost. 

The membership is composed of the following systems: The Salmon 
River Electric Co-op., Challis, Idaho; the Lost River Electric Co-op., 
Ashton, Idaho; Lower Valley Power & Light Co., Afton, Wyo.; the 
Raft River Electric Co-op., Malta, Idaho; the Rural Electric Co., 
Rupert, Idaho; the village of Albion, Idaho; the village of Heyburn, 
Idaho; Wallcott Electric Co., Rupert, Idaho; the Wendover Power 
Co., Wendover, Utah; the West Side Irrigation & Pumping Associa- 
tion, Idaho Falls, Idaho. 

We endorse in principle the bill to amend the Bonneville Project 
Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion, hereinafter referred to as the bill. We believe that the enactment 
of this bill will bring about an orderly, progressive, and comprehen- 
sive development of our greatest single natural resource of the North- 
west, the Columbia River and its tributaries. We feel we cannot allow 
the botched-up, piecemeal, uncoordinated half development that we 
have had, and that has been proposed for the last 6 years, to continue 
to rob us of the great benefits, to this and to future generations, that 
are rightfully ours. 
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The project development of our rivers and waterways has now be- 
come a partisan political issue, which it never should be, and this has 
resulted in a slowdown that has cost us millions while our neighbor, 
Canada, has been moving ahead with plans to use the river that may 
preclude forever our full development. 

We believe that this bill will tend to remove the control of such a 
vital and all-important phase of our growth from the evils of partisan 
politics. 

We further believe that this bill will give the State of Idaho a voice 
in the planning and construction of future projects on the Columbia 
River system, that we have not had in the past, and that as a result 
some of the benefits of the wise use of our river waters will accrue to 
the people of Idaho. We see no semblance of possibile reality in the 
oft-quoted scare phrase that the bill will rob Idaho people of their 
water rights. In fact, the bill specifically guarantees that no State’s 
water rights will be tampered with. 

If we cannot accept this guarantee in an act of Congress, then the 
rights we do have are no good, because they are only guaranteed by 
that same Government. 

Southern Idaho owes practically all of its agricultural development 
to projects conceived and built by the Federal Government. Why 
now should they suddenly decide they cannot trust it ? 

We believe that the provisions of this bill will distinctly improve 
the method of accounting and financing of the development of our 
rivers of the Northwest, and will relieve an already overburdened 
Congress of much work and study. 

For these reasons, we believe that, in principle, the bill is desirable 
legislation, and we urge the subcommittee to report it favorably to 
the full committee. 

That is all of the written report. I would like to make a few com- 
ments here from some notes that I have developed subsequent to the 
writing of that. 

I thought that to the committee and to the people who will subse- 
quently read this record that they might be curious about this diver- 
gence of opinion between people in southern Idaho on this subject, 
chiefly those that are engaged in the electrical distribution business 
and as opposed to those of the irrigators. I would like to point out 
why we feel that this needs probably some light shed on it. 

For the most part, the people that we serve here with electricity 
from these companies that I mentioned are irrigators, and they are 
irrigating with the water that made the power that we are serving 
them. The only reason that we have, therefore, of being there to serve 
them with the power, is because the water is there in the first place, 
so naturally you can see that we don’t want to interfere in any way 
with their water rights. In fact, the power that we serve is paying, 
in many places, a large subsidy for the development of this water that 
they are using. 

Now they come and they want a single purpose for that water, but at 
the same time they cry to us for more and cheaper power and greater 
subsidies from the power. 

These two arguments don’t seem to be put together just right, and 
what I would like to point out to them is that they, in thinking only 
of their water and not the power, have considered only part of the 
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problem and only part of the resources, and they haven’t given any 
thought to the fact that the water and the power go hand-in-hand. 

In fact, I heard it mentioned here this morning that we can make 
power with lots of other ways but as yet we have found no way in 
southern Idaho to make any power that is of low enough cost to meet 
the demands of these people who are using the water for irrigating. 

I think that, therefore, they should look more fully at the problem, 
and place more importance, and equal importance, let me say, on the 
second part, and that is the power. 

Mr. Snzep. Mr, Schlender, what percentage of your customers are 
irrigators? Or do you have that? 

r. SCHLENDER. I would say 90 percent—you are speaking now of 
the Raft River Electric, for instance? 

Mr. Sneep. Yes. 

Mr. Scuienper. Or of the Snake River Power Users Association ? 

Mr. Sneep. Well, of the association. 

Mr. Scutenper. Of the association? Oh, yes, at least 90 percent 
of them. 

Mr. Sneep, What percentage of your power that you distribute do 
you obtain from Federal projects, or do you obtain any from private 
power ? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. We obtain all of it. 

Mr. Sneep. All from Federal projects? 

y Mr. Scuienper. Yes; and as most of these other member systems 
0. 

I have said that power and reclamation go hand in hand, and I 
think that we in the power business are in the position to recognize 
this fact and we do recognize it. And I think that we are also in 
the position to feel the full responsibility of the proper administra- 
tion in both these fields. 

Now, you may wonder why, what the answer is to this divergence 
of opinion. Well, I will offer you one answer to that question, and 
that is the people in southern Idaho receive a pretty thorough brain- 
washing by the Idaho Power Co. All they hear and all they see is 
that the Federal Government is a giant ogre of some kind that is 
going to swallow them up. 

I would like to ask those people to stop and consider for a minute 
who the Federal Government is, and what we would have if we didn’t 
have the rights that are guaranteed by that Government. We didn’t 
fight any of our wars as separate States. In fact, you can’t even fight 
a War as a separate country. 

The real purpose behind this propaganda is to further the ambitions 
of the power company to obtain a complete monopoly in that part 
of the State in the power business. 

Now, what I mean by this brainwashing, I would like to say, is that 
in three of the largest cities in southern Idaho, you don’t see any- 
thing in any of the newspapers that is not approved by the power 
company to be printed if it concerns news of the power business. 
I could cite an example of that in Twin Falls. I got tired of seeing 
only one side of the question always printed in the news, so I gathered 
up some articles from other papers that had printed both sides and 
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I sent it to them and asked them if they would please print that, 
and the answer that I got back— I think it is still in my files— 

We do not print anything that doesn’t conform to our editorial policy. There- 
fore, we will not print this news. If you wish to print it, please pay for it as 
advertising. 

So we can’t get any news in the papers down there about our power 
association or anything that deals with the other side of the problem 
except the power company’s view. 

I might point out that the power company, in order to carry this 
out, they have men on every public and civic organization to which 
they can obtain admittance, on every chamber of commerce, social clubs, 
associations of every kind. They even had a man full time at the 
cattlemen’s association meeting recently at Pocatello. They have one 
employee whom they give a free hand to devote all the time he wants 
to a service club organization, and this is not to detract from his 
integrity or character in any way. 

I just wish to point out that they are paying these men to do this 
job with revenues that they gather from the people and are charging 
off to the cost of power as expense before they get their guaranteed 
profits. 

Actually, in southern Idaho the power company now has a very 
definite hand in the regulation and control of the Federal dams on 
the reclamation projects. A director of region 1 of the Bureau in 
Boise has said that there is not enough water in the Snake River to 
fill their storage projects above American Falls Dam on a low-water 
year, and yet the Idaho Power Co. gets 1,500 second-feet that goes 
past that dam on any year in the off-irrigation season. 

We have had a shortage of power in southern Idaho and most of 
the members of this association have had a bitter struggle to obtain 
enough power to serve our consumers at a price anywhere near what 

yas competitive or was reasonable. 

Mention was made here this morning of a power dictator, that we 
had something great to fear from a power dictator. Well, I agree 
with that statement, but I would rather see this power put in the 
hands of a 5-man Board, representatives from the 4 States, with a 40- 
man Advisory Council, than I would to see this power dictatorship 
be masterminded by Ebasco Services. 

While we are talking about power services, in closing I would 
like to say this: 

The great Gifford Pinchot was Theodore Roosevelt’s chief forester, 
and his No. 1 adviser, and he is considered the father of the conser- 
vation movement in the United States and even in the world, and while 
he was Governor of Pennsylvania he had this to say about the private 
power companies who were just then beginning to exert their monopo- 
listic influences, and I quote: 


Nothing like this giant monopoly has ever appeared in the history of the world. 
Nothing has ever imagined before that even remotely approaches it in the 
thoroughgoing, intimate, unceasing control that it may exercise over the daily 
life of every human being within the web of its wires. It is immeasurably the 
great industrial fact of our time. If uncontrolled, it would be a plague without 
previous example. If effectively controlled in the public interest, it can be 
made incomparably the greatest material blessing in human history. As Penn- 
Sylvania and the Nation deal with electric power, so shall we and our decendants 
be free men, masters of our destiny and of our own souls, or we shall be the 
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helpless servants of the most widespread, far-reaching and penetrating monopoly 
ever known. Hither we must control electric power or its masters and owners 
will control us. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here as the newly elected secre- 
tary of the Idaho Cooperative Utilities Association, Inc., that I would 
like to present in their behalf, a resolution that was passed at a meet- 
ing in regular session with all officers and directors present on De- 
cember 5, 1958: 

We endorse draft No. 8 of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
in principle. We believe most of the provisions of the present draft are reason- 
able. We are doubtful about the newly added provision relative to utility 
responsibility and the application of the preference clause. We want further 
study on this provision. 


That is all I have. : 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you very much, Mr. Schlender. 

(The resolution of the Snake River Power Association, Inc., 
follows :) 

I, Edwin C. Schlender, do hereby certify and declare that I am the duly 
elected, qualified, and acting secretary for the Snake River Power Association, 
Inc., and the keeper of its seal and records; that the following is a true and 
correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted by the members of the 
Snake River Power Association, Inc., at the annual meeting of the members 
held on the 3d day of December 1958 at 10 a. m. 

Upon motion by Mr. A. D. Wilcox, seconded by Mr. Asael Lowe, the following 
resolution was unanimously adopted ; 

“That the Snake River Power Association, Inc., send Edwin C. Schlender to 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, to represent the association in favor of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill before the Senate subcommittee on Decem- 
ber 10, 1958.” 

EpwIin C. SCHLENDER, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Snake River Power Association, Inc. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 8th day of December 1958. 

GENE BAxteER, Notary Public, Malta, Idaho. 


Mr. Sneep. Mr. R. P. Parry. 
STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY, TWIN FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Parry. Because of the lateness of the hour, I shall change my 
presentation somewhat. I have a very brief statement and I am going 
to make one or two comments if I may. 

My name is R. P. Parry. I am a lawyer, engaged in the general 

ractice of law in Twin Falls, Idaho. I have practiced law in Idaho 
for nearly 40 years. The greatest part of my practice has been in 
connection with water-right matters, so it is with some humility I go 
into this, perhaps contrary to many of the experts who testified on 
water rights today. 

Among my clients are several of the largest canal companies and 
irrigation districts in southern Idaho and in the private companies in 
the country, and I feel greatly honored to have as one of my clients 
the Idaho Power Co., and Iam making this statement on behalf of that 
particular client at this time. 

The Idaho Power Co. is definitely opposed to the intent and object of 
the present committee print, or any revisions or alteration thereof. 
In my opinion, it is a bad and dangerous bill and, if passed, would 
be damaging to the ultimate development of the Pacific Northwest. 
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Since it has been made clear that the present committee print 
is not the bill which will be introduced in Congress, no good purpose 
would seem to be achieved by discussing at length the many objection- 
able features in the current draft. And, obviously, the Idaho Power 
Co. reserves the right to appear and present its further specific objec- 
tions at subsequent hearings in Washington, if such a bill ever prog- 
resses that far. 

But we cannot refrain from commenting at this time that, basically, 
this bill does nothing more than create a new bureaucratic agency to 
further confuse the power generation and distribution situation in the 
Pacific Northwest. The work of the Army engineers and of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation will be complicated, hindered, and delayed. All 
public utilities will be harassed and interfered with. If anything at 
all will be accomplished, over what exists today, it will be purely fur- 
ther raiding the U.S. Treasury for hidden subsidies, or deceiving the 
public as to the true size of the national debt. And this at the price 
of injecting the Federal Government into direct competition with 
successful going public utilities, and inserting a dominant Federal 
agency as a threat to all private water rights, both present and future, 
throughout the length and breadth of the whole Columbia River 
Basin. 

Looking particularly at the great Snake River Basin of southern 
Idaho and eastern Oregon, served by the Idaho Power Co., what can 
this phony corporation accomplish there, beyond what is now being 
done by this utility? That company was a pioneer in rural electrifi- 
cation, long before the present-day public agencies came into the field. 
Today over 99 percent of the farms in the area are served with elec- 
tricity at exactly the same rates charged in the cities. Never has 
there been a power shortage—on the contrary, the supply has been 
sufficient for all the fast-growing demands of the area, including a 
tremendous growth in irrigation pumping and supply for the West’s 
large electric phosphorous furnaces. Not only has the area been 
adequately served, but a substantial amount of generation has been 
made available for other members of the Northwest Power Pool. 
Since World War ITI, 6 generating plants have been completed and, 
in addition, the great Brownlee project will be finished within about 
30 days—it is now producing about 200,000 kilowatts—and the Oxbow 
plant is well underway. The company has been able to finance all 
this with private funds, obtained at reasonable rates. It is a large 
taxpayer to the local taxing units, to the States, and to the Nation. 
And all the while has served its customers at fair and reasonable rates. 
The company is fully prepared to, and expects to, continue to fully 
perform its utility responsibility of always having for its users a 
power supply adequate to meet all demands. 

With this situation existing, what excuse is there for creating a 
dominant agency, clothed with autocratic powers, to invade this field? 
It can only be with the intent to forcefully take over the whole utility, 
to hamstring and destroy it by condemning its transmission lines, 
or to duplicate its great system. Any of these would be bad. And 
the removal of this large taxpayer would be disastrous to State and 
local taxing units. No real good could be accomplished, but great 
harm would be threatened, or actually done. 
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For all these reasons, and many more, the Idaho Power Co. joins the 
great majority of the citizens of the great Snake River Valley of 
southern Idaho in opposing the fundamental philosophy and concept 
of this proposed legislation, and is against this bill in whatever guise 
or attempted concealment it may appear. 

In addition to that, as I said earlier, it is with some considerable 
humility that I discuss this water-right problem. The Idaho Power 
Co. has built, in the plans that I have mentioned, pretty much right in 
the middle of and mixed in with the great irrigation empire in southern 
Idaho. So far as I am aware, there has never been a single lawsuit 
over a water right between that company and an irrigation company. 
On the other hand, it has helped irrigation in a myriad of ways. 
For one thing, in its present projects, particularly, and in others, it 
has made a matter of record and has requested that there be included 
in a license or permits issued to it a proviso that any water right it has 
shall be subject to all irrigation water rights, either present or future. 
Those provisions are in its permits and licenses, for instance, on these 
plants in the so-called Hell’s Canyon stretch. 

It is a private corporation, it is subject to the courts, any court, 
and it is subject to all State laws. If it should, in effect, want to cut 
its own throat and fight its own customers, it could be brought to 
task right there at home. 

This cannot be said as to any Federal agency on a navigable stream 
in the State of the present law. If I were making this statement 25 
penes ago I would have perhaps made a different statement. There 

rave been a series of cases by the United States Supreme Court and 
other Federal courts emphasizing the fact, as was said in one case, that 
they could not conceive of private rights in a navigable stream. 

In the Hawthorne case, as has been mentioned recently, decided by 
a Federal judge, I believe a good Republican, appointed by President 
Eisenhower, he begins his opinion by words something like this: He 
knows of no law that inl require a Federal agency to bend its 
knee to the requirements of State law as to water rights. 

It has been a very educational opportunity for me to have had the 
chance of representing one of the States that are involved in the 
present pending litigation in the Colorado River in the Supreme Court 
of the United States. The hearings have been running before a special 
Master for some several years, and the adjoining counsel table to that 
that we have occupied has been occupied by representatives of the 
Attorney General of the United States, the Department of Justice. 

In every occasion in that great river where there is such a great 
shortage of water, when any State or party has sought to improve 
a water right, whether it is a decreed water right or a permit water 
right or anything, they have jumped up and objected and cited author- 
ity to the effect that, under the current law, the rights of the United 
States or any of its subdivisions or any of its agencies in a navigable 
stream are paramount and superior. And it is for that reason, as 
I have said in other testimony before other committees, it is impossi- 
ble to write into any bill laws protecting private water rights, and 
the only way that I know of is an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States. 

That being true, the water users of southern Idaho have long felt 
that the only way that they could protect against any and all attacks 
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on the water rights, which are the very foundation and basis of the 
economy of that great area, is to see that there is not a Federal agency 
that would have great demands, contrary to irrigation use in that 
stretch of the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon, where 
the filling of any large reservoirs or the creation of any other com- 
petitive demand would be between an agency of the United States, 
on the one hand, and private persons or corporations on the other, 
and so far as we have been able to determine, there is no other answer 
to that question. 

On the question of water rights, this is somewhat personal, I think 
Mr. Schlender’s statement as to any rights of the Idaho Power Co. to 
demand water out of the American Falls Reservoir is incorrect. The 
records are kept in the office of the Bureau of Reclamation in his own 
home city of Burley. I respectfully suggest, Mr. Schlender, that you 
check there and supply the record with a correction of your state- 
ment, because I don’t think you want that incorrect statement to 
stand, as I know you. (See letter from Mr. Schlender, p. 1050.) 

The other point that I want to make is this: It may be personal to 
me, but it seems to me that the best evidence as to the danger to south- 
ern Idaho to have the control of, let us say, even just the power pro- 
duction in the whole Columbia River Basin turned over to some so- 
called corporation, but is really nothing but the Bonneville Adminis- 
trator under a new name of a General Manager, with its office far, far 
away, is the fact that we are compelled to present our testimony in the 
city of Coeur d’Alene on this stormy winter day and that there 
are no hearings in southern Idaho, and I know you gentlemen of the 
staff are in no way to blame, but I want to have the record very clear. 

The Snake River Basin, starting at Yellowstone Park and running 
through southern Idaho and eastern Oregon around to the Gray Can- 
yon, is one of the great irrigated empires in the world. It is a semi- 
arid region. There is no other place where the people are so depend- 
ent upon water. Nothing will grow of an agricultural nature there 
without irrigation. The water of the Snake River and its tributaries, 
either underground or above, is the sole supply of our domestic water. 
It produces all of our power, and the statement has been made that if 
by some miracle the Snake River overnight would stop, we would all 
move out. There is no group of people that is as vitally interested 
in this bill as the several hundred thousand people that live in south- 
ern Idaho. 

It seems to me that it is highly undemocratic—I am sorry that none 
of the Senators are here; I had intended to make the statement where 
they could hear it—I think it is the most discourteous and rude ex- 
ample that I have ever known in my experience to have a bill which 
would affect the lifeblood of an area and no hearings in that area but 
very carefully skirted around it. ' 

Mr. Movriron. May Lask a question? 

Mr. Parry. Yes, Mr. Moulton. 

Mr. Movtron. Several years ago the Senate Committee on Public 
Works granted New York State the authority to construct a dam on 
the Niagara River. Do you consider that the Government conferred 
on the State a water right by so doing ? 

Mr. Parry. Well, I am sure you didn’t mean to say a dam on the 
river. It is to divert the water of the Niagara River around the 
falls, it is part of the international section of the river there. 
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Mr. Mouton. Yes. 

Mr. Parry. If you recall, that matter was in the Federal Power 
Commission and the courts for a great many years. 

Mr. Moutron. I think the Supreme Court was holding it in abeyance 
to see what the Committee on Public Works was going to do. 

Mr. Parry. Yes, and finally the Federal Power Commission gave 
the State of New York the right to divert the waters of that river. 
One of the side issues was as to whether or not they had control of 
the river, only half of which was in the United States, you recall, and 
I hope this is an answer: 

I would say that the State of New York there has exactly the same 
kind of a water right that the Idaho Power Co. has for its projects 
in the Snake River, subject to all the provisions of the Federal Power 
Act. That is, it is only a 50-year license, it is subject to recovery at 
the end of the 50 years, and all the other provisions and everything else. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Moutron. Yes,sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Mapes. Mr. Parry, I think it is not necessary for us to point 
out under the circumstances, in view of your statement, that, of course, 
the staff members present had very little to do with the choice of the 
location. 

Mr. Parry. Lamsure of it. 

Mr. Mapes. I, myself, was somewhat concerned about the transpor- 
tation difficulties when I heard what the schedule was going to be. 
We were in Portland on Monday, Seattle on Tuesday, here today, and 
tomorrow we are at Kalispell at 9 :30. 

Mr. Parry. I am sure that the time of no individual is so important 
that the economic interests of the Snake River Valley should be 
ignored. Whether it is a bad bill, as I think, or a good bill, as some of 
the other people think, whether everybody in southern Idaho is for 
it or against it, they should have had the right to attend a hearing in 
their own locality, not 500-some travel miles away. 

Mr. Mapes. I think along that line, there was something that 
sounded very familiar about your comments on the Senate committee, 
I believe, your opinion expressed of this location for these hearings. 
It sounded so similar to previous statements I heard not very lon 
ago that I think I should recall them to you in case you haven’t rea 
them. 

It was at the time of the Bonneville Power—I think they called 
them the Columbia Basin problems—hearings, when your company 
was invited to attend and testify about a week and a half in advance, 
I think, and then Senator Murray received your telegram informing 
him you were not going to be there about an hour before the hearing 
began. Several of the Senators made comments about the company 
which sounded very similar to your comments about this hearing loca- 
tion—I believe you said “discourteous and rude.” 

Mr. Parry. Yes. I think comments have been made about our 
company at that time, and as I recall my personal situation then, it 
may have been due to the fact that I was involved in this Colorado 
River case, as I mentioned, down in San Francisco, and I had hoped 
there would be a recess that I could get away, but I was unable to. 

I do not believe that any committee has ever found our company 
reluctant to appear and make a statement. 
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Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Parry. 
Mr. Parry. Yes,sir; thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. Sneep. Mr. Armstrong. 


STATEMENT OF W. R. ARMSTRONG, BENEWAH COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. SNreEp. Would you just be seated? If you would rather 
stand 

Mr. Armstrone. Well, I will sit down in just a minute. I am get- 
ting weak kneed since the last man wason here. : 

You know, I prepared this at about 11:30 last night, but I will turn 
this in to the committee so that you will have it. ; ‘ 

But what I want to say, you know, in listening to this testimony 
now, I am the only dirt farmer that has testified here today. I think 
I will have to join the chamber of commerce, but thank God, I am 
not going to. 

I Tock at an old friend, the Congressman from southern Idaho, and 
I want to say that I served 10 years on the soil conservation board in 
the State of Idaho, and I had the most confusion in southern Idaho of 
any place in the entire State, and when they put Mr. Benson in there 
as Secretary of Agriculture, after 3 years I got out and said, “Boys, 
there is nothing to work for, they are taking it away from us.” 

And last month, there were 126 disconnections on our REA setup 
over those people out in that area, farmers and loggers. We cleared 
up 6,000 acres of land in there with a dozer in order to put electricity 
in those people’s homes, and now it is being taken away from us. 
They couldn’t sow a kernel of grain on any unit, they couldn’t raise 
cattle and feed for their three or four cows, and one of the dairies went 
out of business in St. Maries, Idaho, because they couldn’t exist any 
longer. 

And I am going to read this and then I would just like to make a 
few more statements. I think that they can hear my awkward voice. 

Mr. Marrs. Excuse me, Mr. Armstrong, I didn’t understand what 
the reason for this problem was that you had. 

Mr. Armstrone. Well, I am going to read this and then you gentle- 
men can ask me any questions you wish. 

My name is W. R. Armstrong, a farmer in Benewah County, Idaho. 
Now my home is 85 miles north of Lewiston. 

I have been a director of the Clearwater Power Co. REA for the 
past 21 years, of Lewiston, Idaho. 

I’ve read over the proposed Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration bill, I agree mostly with it, and hope it becomes a law. 

I will state some of my reasons why I am for such a bill. 

First, it will serve all of the people in the Pacific Northwest. 

We can harness up millions of gallons of water that are rolling down 
to the ocean which the people are not receiving any benefit from. 
oe cheap energy from our multiple-purpose dams that can 
ve built. 

See what a great benefit the great Grand Coulee and Bonneville 
has been to this great Pacific Northwest. These two great dams are 
now overloaded. And I might say, since this came up now, we are 
buying electric energy from Bonneville Power, have been our 22 years 
of existence, and I will go on. : 
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We want more dams started soon; we have enough water in our 
rivers that has not yet been harnessed up without going in with Can- 
ada, and that is the point that I might have a question on. 

I’m for these dams to be built anywhere in the United States for 
additional electricity and flood control; now, take, for instance, the 
national Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River. 

We of the Clearwater Power Co. REA of Lewiston, Idaho, are 
<—e over 4,000 customers, just a fraction over 2 customers per 
mile. 

We are serving nine counties in Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. 

Most of our lines are in a very rugged country, and we have not 
been in the red during all these years. We serve on our REA, most 
small farms and small business. They will have to have low rates to 
keep in the light. 

We pay each month to the Bonneville Power Administration about 
$11,000 monthly for our wholesale energy. 

I note that a five-man Board would be named by the President. 
I think those men should be appointed by Congress. For the last 
6 years the President has appointed men that have almost wrecked 
our great economy throughout this United States. 

I think we will get the corporation bill passed by Congress after 
what happened on last November 4. 

I do not want to see it destroyed by five men appointed by the Presi- 
dent, as the men that he has appointed have been men that have 
blocked the great Hells Canyon Dam from being built for the past 
6 years. 

Mr. Syneep. Thank you very much, Mr. Armstrong. 

That was the last witness we have on our list. Are there any addi- 
tional witnesses ? 

Would you come forward, please, sir? 

Would you please identify yourself for the record and make what- 
ever statement you wish ? 


STATEMENT OF CY YOUNG, ST. ANTHONY, IDAHO 


Mr. Youne. I am Cy Young from St. Anthony. I am a farmer 
in that area. I ama member of the Committee of Nine. I also serve 
as secretary to the North Fork Water Users Protective Association. 
This association covers 49 canals in the upper Snake River Valley. 

I am also a member of the board of directors of the Fremont- 
Madison Irrigation Co. This irrigation company delivers supple- 
mental water to about 2,300 farmers in the upper Snake River 
Valley. 

I am sorry that I was late in getting into the hearing. My plane 
has been delayed approximately 24 hours, and I will assure you that 
L won’t keep the committee. 

Mr. Mares. May I interrupt, Mr. Young? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mapes. I think for the sake of the record, it should be stated 
that last night the committee staff was involved in similar problems 
to those Mr. Young describes. Coming over from Seattle, we ended 
up in Lewiston, Idaho, near midnight, with no visible means of get- 
ting up here. At that time, we had to change to a DC-3 in order 
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to get in under the lower altitude of the closed-in conditions in either 
Coeur d’Alene or Spokane, and the airline representative behind the 
desk pointed out that, under the circumstances, we were 800 pounds, 
plus, overloaded and that at least five people would have to get off 
the plane, or else all the baggage would have to be left off the 
plane, and at that particular time Mr. Young was one of the five 
people who volunteered to be delayed in order that the rest of us might 
go through. 

I think that statement should be made for the record. 

Thank you, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youna. Thank you. 

Well, gentlemen, the testimony that I would like to place before the 
committee is the testimony that I feel represents the thinking of the 
farmers in the upper Snake River Valley. 

At our nitthst meeting of the North Fork Water Users Protective 
Association—this covers all the canals from Fremont and Madison 
County—we have repeatedly went on record as opposing any type of 
legislation that might disrupt our present decreased system in the 
State of Idaho. As you probably know, the land in the Snake River 
Valley, if the water was taken away from that land, would be of very 
little or no value. 

Last year we distributed through the Fremont-Madison irrigation 
system approximately 185,000 acre-feet of water as supplemental 
water to the farms in the three counties, mainly Fremont Cocinty and 
Madison County, with some distribution being made in Teton County. 
Now, had this distribution not been made, I am sure that better than 
75 percent of the crop would and could have been lost in this area. 

We are following a very orderly development in the upper Snake 
River Valley. In the past, we have had a flood-control problem. We 
find that by the erection of reservoirs on the headwaters of our 
streams, that the great expenditure of funds that have been made 
lower down on the streams is unnecessary, that we can control these 
floodwaters at the source of their origin. We have completed, of 
course, two reservoirs and they are now in operation on the Henrys 
Fork of the Snake River. Henry Lake Reservoir, as it is common y 
called, impounds around 78,000 acre-feet of water; the Island Par 
Reservoir with a capacity of about 136,000 acre-feet, and a small 
storage dam on the head watt of Fall River that would impound 
between 17,000 and 18,000 acre-feet of water. 

During the past season, our Island Park Dam was drawn down to 
the lowest point since its completion. There was between 17,000 and 
18,000 acre-feet remaining in this reservoir at the end of the irrigation 
season. 

The main offender in our area in flood control is now the Teton 
River, and may I say for the record that the preliminary work has 
already been done on that river. The suitable sites, I am sure, are 
available and in the near future, we can probably, by the erection of a 
dam, a multipurpose dam, control that river, as we have been able to 
contribute to the control of the other rivers. 

Now, through our particular area, the three rivers flow, the Henrys 
Fork of the Snake—we formally call it the North Fork of the Snake— 
the Teton River and Fall River. The thing that really concerns us in 
that area is the fact that our land values are tied to the water. Land 
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with a prior right, the old water right, is so much more valuable than 
the land with a later water right. You can readily see why that would 
be, because there is sometimes as much as 30 days difference in the 
time that your natural flow water would be cut off and that you have 
to use supplemental water, and we are fearful that if anything should 
happen to the decreed water ee of our State, that chaos would fol- 
low, that our land values would be so disrupted that it would repre- 
sent a substantial loss to the people. 

My own parents were pioneers in that area. I have in my posses- 
sion a certificate signed by the President of the United States even 
before the decree that was given to my father, and so we would regis- 
ter a protest if anything be done that would disrupt our State rights 
in that area. 

I would like to have the opportunity to submit to the committee 
additional evidence in the way of documents, if they so desire. 

Thank you. 


~~... Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Young. We will be glad to receive any 


additional information you desire to submit. 

Mr. Younes. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Sneep. I have none. 

Mr. Mapes. No. 

Mr. Sneep. Isthereanyone else? Mr. Anderson? 

Mr. Anprerson. May I make an observation ? 

Mr. Sneep. Yes. 

Mr. Ira Anperson. We have been talking about three-quarters of a 
billion dollars and it sounds like a lot of money. We have in this area 
a group of mines in the Kellogg-Wallace area that is probably one of 
the larger group of mines in the United States. They just recently 
produced over a period of many years, over 60 years of production, a 
billion dollars in total production. 

I brought with me a copy and intended to call it to your attention of 
a newspaper release that the Forest Service in over 50 years, the 
entire receipts, grazing, every stick of timber that they have sold 
within the national forests from the time they were put into the De- 
partment of Agriculture in 1905, just recently passed that billion 
dollar mark. In fact, it was so noteworthy that they made a spe- 
cial check, the last payment that went across. They, of course, turned 
back 25 percent of that to the States for distribution in the counties 
in which these forests lie and they pay another 10 percent for im- 
provement of roads within those counties under that act, I believe a 
1905 act, to support those areas as much as they can, so the net returns 
from the national forests have only been three-quarters of a billion 
dollars in over 50 years, the time in which this Corporation intends to 
be able to borrow that much money from the Treasury and use it. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. This committee is well 
aware of the timber situation in our national forests, and while we 
do not have anything to do with the timber sales, the highways, forest 
highways, forest roads, and trails, and access roads are a responsi- 
bility of the committee, and we have, if you recall, last December held 
hearings in Lewiston on the forest-access matter as well as your Lewis 
and Clark Tourway. 

Mr, Ray Burcu. Gentlemen, may we ask questions from the floor? 

Mr. Sneep. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Burcu. I do not wish to appear as a witness. 

I am Ray Burch, I am a local citizen here. I think the question 
in the minds of a lot of people is this: ; 

Dr. Pearl, the head of the Bonneville Administration, just a short 
time ago made the statement that there is now a tremendous sur- 
plus of power in the Northwest, and with the plants already in pro- 
duction, being built, and those that are on the board, the next 10 years 
will see a tremendous increase. I have forgotten what the percentage 
was. If I remember right, it was almost doubling the present power 
production in the Northwest. 

If the present organizations that are in existence have been doing 
such a good job and have caught up with this deficiency of power, 
what is the objection that anyone has to letting them go ahead with 
the job that they are doing? Why, as has been brought out here, 
one of the main reasons that Senator Neuberger had for presenting 
this bill was to bring new industry into this area, which is holding 
back because of the lack of power. Well, now, that has not been 
proven and I think there is plenty of testimony down the line to show 
that the opposite exists. The power is here, but we lack the industry. 

In other words, I would like to ask, what is the objection to the 
existing authorities and the job that they are doing that they want 
to replace them with a new authority to usurp their power and to 
head it all up as one authority ? 

Mr. Marrs. Mr. Burch, I think perhaps in the absence of any of the 
Senators supporting this bill, that it might be fair to request an answer 
to your question from the representative of the association which 
originally produced the first seven drafts of this bill before it was 
rewritten by the Senate committee. 

Mr. Gus Norwood is over at the press table, and I think he might 
have an answer to your question. As an advocate of the bill for the 
last 414 years, perhaps he can give you a better answer than anyone 
else here can. 

Mr. Sneep. Might I start by saying that when the Bonneville Act 
was originally enacted into law it authorized an agency to be admin- 
istered by a representative designated by the Secretary of Interior, 
and the law says, and I will quote: 

The form of administration herein established for the Bonneville project is 
intended to be provisional pending the establishing of a permanent administra- 
tion for Bonneville and other projects in the Columbia River Basin. 

There has been at different times talk of establishing the permanent 
organization for administration of the power policies in the Pacific 
Northwest. This S. 3114 was one proposal which has been revised 
now, and some of the Senators have felt that the time has come to get 
the permanent organization set up, probably because the construction 
period is nearing an end. Well, it isn’t nearing an end, there is still 
considerable amount to be developed, but there is enough in produc- 
tion now that a permanent organization for administration purposes 
has been felt to be needed. 

I would be glad to have Mr. Norwood make any comments or 
answers to your question. 

Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman will appreciate 
that this is completely unprepared for such a short answer as you 
would want at this time. 
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In the first place, the Bonneville Act was originally intended for 
the sale of power from just one little dam. It had all kinds of pro- 
visions in it which were addressed only to the sale of that temporary 
surplus. The Federal Government has never, under law, felt a public- 
utility responsibility from this system, but this system has grown up 
like Topsy and, with the additional dams, 13 Federal dams have been 
brought into this system, so there has grown up de facto, that is by 
the facts, a sort of a public utility operation here. 

Now, what this bill does, from a legal standpoint, is to change this 
de facto situation to de jur. In other words, there are two ways that 
you can become a public utility. You operate maybe a logging rail- 
road up to someplace, and you take passengers along it, and pretty 
soon you find you are in the passenger business and you are required 
to stay in the passenger business and you are allowed a rate or return, 
but that wasn’t what you started to do, so, de facto, you have become 
a utility, even though you started out as a logging operation. 

Well, this logging railroad that we have been operating here in the 
Pacific Northwest has become, de facto, a public utility and we are 
trying to get the law to catch up with some of the elements here, 
because when this public utility doesn’t do a good job, it just wrecks 
our economy. 

True, we have a surplus today, but it is a bad kind of a surplus. 
We have got lots of dump power; we can’t guarantee it to some in- 
dustry, partly because we have been building downstream dams; we 
haven’t been building enough upstream dams to go along with it. It 
has been a very poor combination of dams. So we want to firm up 
this dump power. 

Another good buisness deal that should have been taken care of 
years ago is the California intertie so we could have sold much of this 
dump power in the Pacific Northwest. We have our peak loads in the 
winter; they have their peak loads in the summer, like southern 
Idaho does. If we could have sold half of our dump power this last 
year, Bonneville would have made a killing. Instead of a threat of a 
power rate increase, Bonneville could actually be making a rate re- 
duction. 

So we see all kinds of business opportunities in this operation by 
some reorganization which is premised on meeting the utility re- 
quirements, instead of this feast-or-famine approach as you go up 
the curve of the public’s needs. 

We would like to have us going up just enough to take care of 
loads and not have these vast generators. The last year we brought a 
million kilowatts of additional generation capacity on the line, but 
because of the depression, the load did not grow, so that meant we had 
a million kilowatts of surplus power just standing there. 

Now, the unfortunate thing about that is that some of the agencies 
that were involved in this construction were in such a dither to get 
the thing done, they even paid overtime to get the generators done 
faster. It was completely silly, and it was just a waste of money. 

Another thing that has been bad about this operation over the past 
22 years is that it has lived on emergency. I have been in this job 
for 11 years and it just seems to me we have gone from one emergency 
after another. Instead of a rational business approach, we have had 
to go by these emergencies. We used the Korean situation, we used 
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the World War II situation, and now we are claiming that we are a 
labor-surplus area so that we can get consideration for defense in- 
dustry at the present time. 

All of this is bad for business psychology. Many people all over 
the country think that the Pacific Northwest is a bad place to come 
because of the power shortage. 

Now, this is just a very sketchy series of outline items. Our testi- 
mony, which is in the record, 135 pages in the first record and un- 
doubtedly more will be placed in, will try to address itself a little bit 
more to your problem. The question you have asked is one of the 
best questions that has been raised at these hearings. It has come 
up, I think, several times, and I think a better answer is going to 
have to be prepared. 

Mr. Burcu. The question does bother a lot of people, the reason 
why somebody wants something set up to substitute for the existing 
authorities that seemingly in the minds of the public are doing a 
good job. 

Now, whether you want hearings or not, I think the public as a 
whole would testify to the fact that there is a very fine working agree- 
ment, if that is what it amounts to, between their private and public 
powers, and we have more or less of a balance in existence now in the 
Northwest which the public would like to see stay that way. 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes. Let me say we are proud of the Bonneville 
Administration. They have done some marvelous things under the 
difficult circumstances under which they have to operate, because they 
don’t have control of their destiny, they have to take the power as it is 
thrown at them, you see. 

Mr. Burcu. I think it put the fear in the minds of a lot of people 
that a new organization is going to go into existence here that would 
interrupt the present relations that do exist in the Northwest here 
between the generators of power. 

[ would just like to make another statement. Thank you very 
kindly for this answer. For the two gentlemen from Sandpoint here 
in the front row who would like to pay their taxes directly, I think the 
inference is the customers of Cabinet Gorge in Bonner County are 
paying their taxes. Now, if you think that is true, I wish you would 
be that good neighbor that you said you would like and keep Albeni 
Falls and let Cabinet Gorge move into Kootenai County, would you 
please? We would like to have it down here very much, because you 
couldn’t begin to pay your utility taxes and railroad, and so forth, in 
Bonner County. You wouldn’t have a school in existence up there if 
vou had to depend on your local taxpayers to pay it direct, and I think 
the inference that was your local people in Bonner County are paying 
the taxes that the waterpower, in turn, are paying for the Cabinet 
Gorge installation, which is not true. 

Mr. Sneep. Senator, would you like to reply to that ? 

Mr. Banpeirn. I would just like to make one answer. We are very, 
very thankful that the Washington Water Power saw fit to build 
Cabinet Gorge, and the reason that it was built was because the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration, or the powers that be, went up and built 


Hungry Horse, which firms up the power which makes possible that 
dam. 
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Now, I never by any inference said that the Washington Water 
Power or the people who pay their taxes, or rather the bills, have 
anything to doup there. Asa matter of fact, it is the most wonderful 
situation that you can ever have. The Washington Water Power has 
very few people in our county. They serve the people in Washington 
and the people in Washington are paying our taxes in Bonner County, 
that is, a good share of them, and we are very appreciative of it. I 
hope that more deals like that can be worked out. I hope that we can 
have more upstream storage so that the Washington Water Power can 
build more dams down here so you fellows perhaps can get taxes, too. 

Mr. Burcu. That is what I am trying to bring out. There is a 
condition that does exist and is working, a lot of other people are 
paying your taxes in Bonner County, so why do you want to do away 
with it, Senator ? 

Mr. Banvetin. We don’t. 

Mr. Burcu. That wasn’t the way it sounded to me. You fellows 
want to pay all your taxes up there. 

Mr. Sweep. Before we close the hearing, I have several letters to 
include in the record. One is from the Clearwater Power Co. of 
Lewiston, Idaho; one from an individual, Shirley Lyons, from 
Lewiston ; one from Mrs. Gilbert Williams; a telegram from the man- 
ager of the Yakima, Wash., Chamber of Commerce. Most of the 
others seem to be letters from individuals. Those will be made a part 
of the record. 

(The letters and telegram follow :) 

CLEARWATER POWER Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho, December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Although I cannot attend the hearings because of 
my work, please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill, as revised, in principle. I respectfully urge retention of 
the public utility responsibility provision and the plans for financing of the 
Federal power system in the Northwest. 


Respectfully yours, 
(Signed) P. J. Mrtuer, President. 


STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY Lyons, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Living in this region with our great natural resources I realize that developed 
to their fullest potential we can have the highest standard of living the world 
has ever known, or by wasteful piecemeal development we can develop another 
Sahara. 

Industry means air pollution unless power costs are so low that electricity 
is the fuel. Therefore I endorse the principles of the revised Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill as we cannot have conservation of this region by 
full development without such principles. 


STATEMENT oF Mrs. Gitpert WILLIAMS, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN AND First VICE 
PRESIDENT, Nez PERCE DEMOCRATIC WOMEN’S ORGANIZATION, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the 
Nation depends heavily on full development of national resources and the re- 
sultant low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth; and 

Whereas such development must be on a sound financial basis to pay its own 
way; and 

Whereas the interests of the public can best be served by coordinated manage- 
ment of the Federal power program in the Northwest, with improvements in 
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financing and administration as embodied in the revised Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill : Therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the 125 members of the Nez Perce Democratic Women’s Organiza- 
tion of Nez Perce County, That we endorse the Regional Corporation principles ; 
be it further 

Resolved, That this group respectfully requests that this resolution be in- 
eluded in the record of hearings conducted December 10, 1958, at Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, by the Senate Public Works Committee on the proposed bill. 





ALAMEDA, IpaHo, December 4, 1958. 
Senator RrcHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Str: I want to heartily endorse the plan set forth in the regional cor- 
poration bill. Please keep antimonopoly provisions intact to assure consumer- 
owned power systems adequate power supply. 

Although I cannot attend the hearings because of my work, I want to urge 
your committee to support the regional corporation bill as a valuable means of 
developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 

Typewriter away from home; forgive the hieroglyphics. 

Sincerely, 
Lewis F. WEIGHT. 


—_—_—_—_————_ 


RATHDRUM, IpAno, December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DeAR SENATOR: My work prevents me from attending your hearings on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill scheduled for December 10 in 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 

Besides operating a large farm, I take an active part in no less than six 
community ahd regional organizations that have for their common purpose the 
development of our basic resources to improve the economy of our region and the 
Nation as a whole. 

The Bonneville Power Administration made a good beginning, but future and 
much-needed progress can only be assured through a regional corporation. 

We need to improve the financing and administration of our Federal power 
program in the Northwest, and these improvements are contained in the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation bill. Basically, this is the reason why I 
am writing to you in support of the regional corporation bill. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR ©. JACQUOT. 


KEUTERVILLE, IDAHO, November 29, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Senator: I heartily endorse the idea embodied in the regional corpor- 
ation bill. Please keep antimonopoly provisions intact to assure consumer- 
owned power systems adequate power supply. 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY HATTERY. 


SPOKANE LABor Councizt AFL-CIO, 
Spokane, Wash., December 4, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR Sir: The unemployment situation in the Northwest is much greater 
this year than last. The Spokane Labor Council feels that this situation could 
have been avoided if we had had more low-cost power to attract new industries 
and jobs. 

We feel creation of a regional Federal power corporation will be a big step to 
relieve future unemployment in this area. 

Very truly yours, 


WILLIAM J. May, Secretary. 


P.S.—We will have a delegation at the Coeur d’Alene meeting on De- 
cember 10. 
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WASHINGTON STATE GRANGE, 
Seattle, Wash., December 9, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Seattle, Wash. 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: It is impossible for me to appear before your 
committee today to testify on the proposed Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration bill now before your committee in draft form. We are holding a 3-day 
conference of all Washington State Grange deputies and officers. I therefore 
submit the following: 

1. Copy of the State grange resolution adopted by our delegate body last 
June while assembled in Seattle, Wash. You will note this resolution endorses 
the regional corporation concept in principle. 

2. We request permission to submit a more detailed statement at a later 
date relative to the present draft of legislation for consideration and inclusion 
in the hearing record. 

3. We understand this legislation is to provide a businesslike self-financing 
arrangement for the Bonneville Power Administration. We recognize the 
desirability of such action. 

4. We emphasize our basic support for the antimonopoly preference clause 
now embodied in the present Bonneville Act and we would urge its retention 
by the Corporation. 

5. We have not had sufficient time to study the present redraft of the legis- 
lation and reserve the right to make specific recommendation of any changes 
deemed desirable thereto. 

In conclusion we commend the Senate committee for providing this oppor- 
tunity for the people of the Northwest to review this proposed plan. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Lars NELSON, 
Master, Washington State Grange. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE DELEGATE Bopy, WASHINGTON STATE GRANGE, IN 
ANNUAL SESSION AT SEATTLE, WASH., JUNE 16-20, 1958 


REGIONAL CORPORATION FOR POWER 


Whereas the Pacific Northwest has in recent years undergone two power 
shortages and is at the present time suffering from a temporary surplus but 
still unable to attract industry because the power is not assured for a long 
enough period ; and 

Whereas Pacific Northwest Senators have introduced S. 3114, the Regional 
Corporation bill, as the best method of improving the financing and adminis- 
tration of the region’s power program to assure a more adequate, low-cost and 
long-range power supply and also insure sound development of water resources: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Washington State Grange endorse the regional corpora- 
tion principle ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urge Congress to give early consideration to this solution 
to the power problem of the Pacific Northwest; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to our congressional dele- 
gation in Washington, D.C. 

A. Lars NELSON, Master. 
Rosert Onxson, Secretary. 


(Copy of telegram received December 5, 1958, for inclusion in 
record :) 


Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, Washington, D.C.: 


We request the inclusion of the following statement in testimony to be re- 
ceived at December 9 hearing Seattle concerning Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation. “The Yakima Chamber of Commerce believes that the con- 
trol, development, and administration of water for beneficial uses should be 
under the jurisdiction of public and private corporations in the area involved 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1045 


and that the creation of a Federal Valley Authority, Federal Corporation, or 
Columbia River Development Corporation with wide powers over such re- 
sources, with no voice by local people or control by Congress, would jeopardize 
the full and multipurpose development of water resources.” 

YAKIMA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


LEw GarpsutTtT, Manager. 
YAKIMA, WASH. 


Whereas in recent months consideration has again been given to proposed 
legislation to create a master Federal plan of Northwest resource development 
known as the Columbia River Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas such legislation (originally S. 3114, but now revised by Senator 
Neuberger of Oregon) would set up a Government corporation with sweeping 
political control over the construction, operation, and development of the water 
resources of the entire area ; and 

Whereas the entire idea is a direct threat to the water rights of Idaho; and 

Whereas the Idaho Reclamation Association has taken a firm stand against 
this legislation or any of similar nature that would turn over the control of our 
water rights to a central political authority of doubtful nature: Now be it 

Resolved, That the Avondale Irrigation District go on record as supporting 
that stand and also oppose any type of a Federal Corporation that would endanger 
State water rights; and be it further 

Resolwed, That this resolution be read into the record at the hearings to 
be held in Coeur d’Alene December 10 by the Subcommittee on Flood Control, 
Rivers, and Harbors of the Senate Committee on Public Works, and copies sent 
to all members of the congressional delegations of Idaho, Washington, Oregon, 
and Montana. 

Submitted this 9th day of December 1958. 

C. G. WiLson, Chairman. 

C. W. Durr, Director. 
KENNETH LeIGHty, Director. 
GLENN C. BARNARD, Secretary. 

Mr. Sneep. If there is no other witness to be heard, I would like 
to express my appreciation and pleasure of being in your fair city, at 
the interest that has been shown here; the statements have been excel- 
lent, they have been forthright, whether they are for or against the bill, 
the attendance has been splendid, orderly, and I can say we have 
enjoyed it immensely. 

I'he committee will stand in recess until 9:30 tomorrow in Kalispell. 

(Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., this date, the committee recessed until 
9 :30 a.m., December 11, 1958, at Kalispell, Mont.) 

(Additional letters received are as follows :) 


TWIN FALLs, IDAHO, December 3, 1958. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 


Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHURCH: We would like to urge you to use your influence to 
see that Senate bill 3114 is not passed. From our understanding of the pro- 
posed corporation Idaho would most certainly have nothing to gain but more 
likely suffer from such a proposal. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. W. J. HuGHEs. 


RESOLUTION OF KELLOGG, IDAHO, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN OPPOSITION TO S. 3114 


Adopted at its weekly meeting in Kellogg, Idaho, December 4, 1958 


Whereas there was introduced on January 23, 1958, by Senator Neuberger, 
of Oregon, and others, a bill S. 3114, entitled: “To amend the Bonneville 


Project Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation” ; 
and 


a 
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Whereas this bill and a substitute measure just announced proposes to set up 
a corporation in the Northwest with far-reaching powers for the construction, 
operation, and development of water resources projects on the Columbia River 
and tributaries, including the Snake River in Idaho and its tributaries; and 

Whereas it would duplicate and in some instances supersede authority re- 
posing at present in existing Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Federal Power Commission ; and 

Whereas the establishing of such a corporation is a thinly disguised substi- 
tute for a valley authority and, in effect, would constitute a form of Columbia 
Valley Authority ; and 

Whereas we support the public and private development of the Columbia 
River Basin by Federal, State, and local cooperation and find the proposed bill 
faulty, deficient and dangerous to the form of representative government under 
which the economy of this Nation has flourished ; and 

Whereas we want no part of turning control of our resources over to any 
central authority : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Kellogg, Idaho Chamber of Commerce at its weekly meet- 
ing in Kellogg, Idaho, on December 4, 1958, is unalterably opposed to 8. 3114 
or any similar proposed legislation and urges the Idaho congressional delegates 
to work aggressively for its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works and to the members of the Idaho 
delegation in Congress. 

GARTH D. HAppork, 
President of Kellogg, Idaho Chamber of Commerce. 
WENDELL R. BRAINARD, 
Secretary of Kellogg, Idaho Chamber of Commerce. 





Sprit LAKE, Ipano, December 24, 1958. 
RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Washington, D.C., 

DreaR Mr. NEUBERGER: Am sending you a few lines—and, a clip—I hope you 
are coming along O.K. and wish you the greetings of Christmas and the New 
Year. I have a shack here in this “ghost town” of Spirit Lake. Was here 50 
years ago this last summer when the “cut out and get out” boys were starting the 
town. I’m not very “secure” on the $30 a month now, so have to keep away 
from the cities and room rent. In short it’s pretty “austere.” But I’m past 
72 now so I have “liberty” to earn all I can. I got $94 last year above and 
beyond the $30 per. You have no idea how “free” it makes one feel. Only one 
more month and we get the $3 extra. I think I'll drop in and see you on my 
way to Florida. How about this dam business? 12 generators working out 
of 27 possible? and about 4 more dams coming up on the Columbia, J. Day, 
Priest Rapids, Rocky Reach, and Wanapum? We may get caught with too 
many dams—and Canada wants to sell us water. Silly, and to pay private 
companies—more silly. Best wishes. 





J. EB. McGoran, 
Como Hotel, Spokane. 
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[The Spokesman-Review, Dec. 21, 1958] 
At CHIEF JOSEPH: DAM IS CAPABLE OF MORE POWER 


By Raymond Mitchell 


BRIDGEPORT, WASH., December 20.—Chief Joseph Dam which spans the Colum- 
bia River here has a physical structure capable of producing 40 percent more 
than its present output, and rating second to Grand Coulee Dam which is the 
world’s largest dam. 

Figures bearing out these facts were revealed today when project engineer 
George Kerr, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, said the 16 generators now in- 
stalled produce 1,250,000 kilowatts of electricity. By installing all 27 generators 
the dam was designed to handle, Kerr said, the electrical output at Chief 
Joseph would be 2,108,000 kilowatts. 

Installing the 11 additional generators at Chief Joseph would be rather in- 
expensive since the seats for the penstocks are already in the face of the dam. 
Bach generator costs about $1,000,000. 

Installation of the 11 additional generators would be equivalent to building 
a new dam the size of Bonneville on the lower Columbia River. 

All that would be necessary to expand Chief Joseph to its compliment of 27 
generators would be to install the remaining 11 penstocks, extend length of the 
powerhouse to make it the longest in the world and place the additional gen- 
erators, Kerr explained. 

POWER POOL 


Only 12 of the 16 generators at Chief Joseph were spinning this week. Power 
was not needed from the other four. Kerr said that electricity produced at the 
dam is “poured” into the Northwest power pool which is under control of the 
Bonneville Power Administration with headquarters in Portland, Oreg. Bon- 
neville power personnel notify the federally operated power producing members 
of the Northwest pool how much electricity to contribute. The number of 
generators required to meet the order are “cut in” on the grid. 

Kerr explained that the output of each generator at Chief Joseph is capable 
of caring for one potline at an aluminum plant. 

Cost of producing electricity at Chief Joseph is about $150 a kilowatt of 
installed capacity, which is below the cost at most other hydroelectric plants. 
Principal reason for the lower cost is because the dam cost less to build, the 
project engineer explained. 

OPERATING STAFF 


Operating staff at the dam totals 106 persons. The annual payroll is $950,000. 
Employees reside in modern residences in Bridgeport, 2 miles downstream from 
the dam. 

Kerr said visitors are always welcome to tour the powerhouse. Once inside 
the big structure, which is spotlessly clean, the visitor feels more like he is in a 
great office building of limitless space than in a plant where 100,000-horsepower 
turbines drive 16 huge generators, each producing 78,000 kilowatts which is 15 
percent above rated capacity. Water to turn these turbines is stored in Rufus 
Woods Lake which extends behind Chief Joseph Dam eastward 51 miles almost 
to the base of big Grand Coulee Dam, 
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Arco CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Arco, Idaho, December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: The Arco Chamber of Commerce at its meeting on Wednesday, 
November 26, 1958, had under deliberation your proposed Columbia River Au- 
thority proposal and after wide discussion and study passed the following 
resolution unanimously : 

Whereas a bill to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation is now 
being considered and hearings are to be held in various sections of the Northwest ; 
and 

Whereas the proposed legisaltion would be impractical and work a distinct 
hardship toward the future development of Idaho and its water resources; and 

Whereas the proposed bill is sweeping in its specifications and requirements ; 
and 

Whereas this bill places control of this vast Northwest drainage basin in the 
hands of five men with no guarantee that even one of the five would be from 
Idaho, thus depriving the State of any voice in the matter; and 

Whereas the Corporation would dictate the schedule of operation of all Federal 
power generated in Idaho, without safeguard for Idaho needs; and 

Wheréas the Corporation rather than the Bureau of Reclamation would be 
the marketing agency for Federal power in Idaho; and 

Whereas no construction involving power in Idaho, either public or private, 
could be started without Corporation approval ; and 

Whereas the Corporation’s enacting legislation requires it to operate its projects 
in conformity to Army flood control needs, but does not require it to give similar 
consideration to reclamation needs, which in Idaho, a reclamation State, would 
be disastrous ; and 

Whereas the Corporation could cancel any existing contract which it decides 
is restricting power sales for industrial purposes, thus placing existing contracts 
in Idaho covering reclamation power at the mercy of the Corporation: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this organization use every means at its disposal to emphatically 
protest the passage of §S. 3114, believing that it will be especially detrimental 
to everything of value to Idaho; and be it further 

Resolved, That we invest the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, at Boise, 
Idaho, with authority to represent this organization in all matters pertaining 
to the hearings as well as personal representation at the several meetings sched- 
uled, as we believe that Idaho has everything to lose and nothing to gain from 
this legislation ; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, signed by the president and secretary 
of the Arco Chamber of Commerce, be forwarded to Senator Richard L. Neuberger 
as well as to members of the Idaho delegation in Congress and the Idaho State 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Approved this 26th day of November 1958. 

THE Arco CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Pavut Cross, President. 
By E. L. GauMksR, Secretary. 

Approved : 


R. S. Futon 

R. C. WALKER 

FreD REICH 
Members, Board of Directors. 


LOTTE SO 
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RESOLUTION 


The following resolution was unanimously adopted by the Meridian Chamber 
of Commerce, Inc., at its regular meeting duly held in Meridian, Idaho, on 
November 26, 1958. 

“Whereas there has been proposed legislation in the Senate of the United 
States to establish what is to be designated as a Columbia River Development 
Corporation, which proposal calls for the creation of a five-man board to 
control all power production in the four Western States of Idaho, Montana, 
Oregon, and Washington, and 

“Whereas from an examination of the proposed legislation it appears that 
it is designed to both directly and indirectly usurp the vested property rights 
and long established authority of landowners, water users, power producers 
and the vested rights of the State of Idaho and its citizens: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That the Meridian Chamber of Commerce, Inc., duly assembled 
on this 26th day of November 1958, do hereby unanimously disapprove of such 
proposed legislation and we do further urge and recommend that we submit 
copies of this resolution to the Honorable Henry Dworshak, the Honorable 
Frank Church, the Honorable Hamer Budge, the Honorable Gracie Pfost, the 
Governor of the State of Idaho, the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, and 
to Senator Richard L. Neuberger, Senate Public Works Committee, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C., respectfully urging that all of the people 
concerned and in authority in this matter use every power within their means 
to defeat this proposed legislation.” 

Max Horton, Secretary, 
Meridian Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 





SNAKE RIver Power ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Burley, Idaho, January 8, 1959. 
Mr. MIKE MAPES 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Mapes: The following material is hereby forwarded to be included 
in my testimony before the Senate Public Works Committee at Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, in the hearings on the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

It is offered in support of my oral statement that in as far I can recall, went 
something like this: “Mr. Harold Nelson, director of region I for the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation has made the public statement that ‘if, on a critical 
water year on the Snake River, we were to fill the requirements of the 
irrigators, there would not be a drop of water go by the American Falls 
Dam in the off-irrigation season,’ yet Idaho Power has the right to withdraw 
1,500 second-feet whenever they want it and there is nearly always that much 
being released from American Falls Dam.” Mr. Pat Parry, attorney for Idaho 
Fay implied that this statement is in error, therefore this support is being 
offered. 

The first exhibit is summary of contract between the United States and the 
Idaho Power Co. relative to power rights at American Falls, Idaho, dated 
June 15, 1923. 

Attention is called to the second paragraph on page 2. 

In interpretation of this I conferred with Mr. Henry Eagle, State water 
master at Idaho Falls on January 7, 1959, and he definitely stated that Idaho 
Power Co. can withdraw 1,500 second-feet at any time they wish as long 
as they have storage left in the reservoir. 

The second exhibit is a copy of the tabulated flows at Neely, Idaho, for the 
3 critical years of record 1934, 1940, and 1955 taken from the official records of 
the U.S. Department of Interior, title “Surface Water Supply of the United 
States, Snake River Basin and Geological Survey Water Supply Paper No. 
768, 903, and 1397,” respectively. 
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This shows that even in October which is considered to be the low-water 
month of the year there has always been, even in the driest year, an average 
of about 1,500 second-feet released from the American Falls Reservoir. 

Very truly yours, 
EpWIN ©. SCHLENDER, 
Secretary and Treasurer. 
{xHIBIT No. 1 


SumMMARY OF ConTRACT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE IDAHO POWER Co. 
RELATIVE TO POWER RIGHTS AT AMERICAN FALLS, IDAHO, DATED JUNE 15, 1923 


MINIDOKA PROJECT CONTRACTS 
Contract, June 15, 1923 


Plans were being formulated for the construction of American Falls Reservoir 
in 1919 and 1920. The Idaho Power Co. had three powerplants in American 
Falls with an aggregate capacity for 6,000 kilowatts with appurtenant water 
rights and water rights for its other power powerplants on Snake River below 
American Falls. It also owned certain lands necessary for the reservoir. In 
order to make the American Falls storage development feasible it was necessary 
to obtain certain of these property rights of the company. Active negotiations 
with the company got underway which, before completion, were participated in 
by various officials of the State of Idaho. Consideration was given to obtain the 
necessary rights by condemnation but it was concluded by those participating 
in the negotiations for the Reclamation Service that this would probably be more 
expensive than through an agreement with the company. A draft of agreement 
acceptable to all parties had been completed by October 15, 1921, and was on that 
date signed on behalf of the company. It was submitted to the Secretary on 
October 31, 1921, but for various reasons, perhaps largely because of the failure 
of the various subscribers to advance the funds required of them, it was not 
approved until June 15, 1923, and the contract bears that date. The provisions 
of the contract were as follows: 

Company to transfer to the United States its title to lands in the reservoir area 
and its two old powerplants (Island and West Side). 

The United States not to cause interference with the operation of the Bast 
Side plant retained by the company. 

Company’s water rights, except those specifically reserved, transferred to the 
United States for irrigation use. 

Summer water rights reserved by the company were: Primary right: Starting 
April 1, 100 second-feet, increasing uniformity to 2,500 second-feet on May 1 
and continuing at that rate to September 13, then decreasing to October 31, and 
none except as otherwise reserved from November 1 to March 21. (This right 
to be considered prior and superior to all other rights at American Falls.) 

Tertiary right, after U.S. secondary right: Company to have right to use all 
additional water released or wasted by United States from April 1 to October 31. 
If company fails to use this water for 5 years after completion of 1,500,000 acre- 
feet of storage the United States then has an opportunity to use it for 3 years, 
thereafter the remainder may be taken by either party. 

Company also to have primary right to any water it imports to Snake River 
and to any storage developed by it after developed by United States of 3 million 
acre-feet of additional storage, including American Falls. 

United States to have secondary summer right to water to generate continu- 
ously beginning at 6,700 kilowatts on April 1, increasing uniformly to 25,000 kilo- 
watts on May 1 and to 30,000 kilowatts on June 1, continuing at that rate to 
August 15, then decreasing uniformly to 25,000 kilowatts on September 15 and 
to 5,500 kilowatts on October 31, and none from November 1 to March 31, except 
as otherwise specified. The water used for above not to exceed 1,500 second-feet 
on April 1, increasing uniformly to 5,000 second-feet on May 1 and to 6,000 
second-feet on June 1, continuing at that rate to September 15 and decreasing 
to 1,500 second-feet on October 31. (This right to be inferior to company primary 
right but superior to all other American Falls rights of the company, except as 
to water imported or stored by company.) 

(Note.—This leaves 1,500 second-feet from October to April.) 

The rate of taking all the above may vary during the day but no holdover from 
day to day, except that the company may accumulate 5,000 acre-feet in unused 
capacity but will have no further rights after reservoir spills to water accum 


pt 


Le ET ES 
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lated before filling, must release accumulations if Minidoka project water in 
reservoir drops below 5,000 acre-feet and release all claim on water remaining 
after September 30. 

Company reserved storage water right: Company reserves the first 300,000 
acre-feet of storable inflow to American Falls reservoir after October 1 for power 
use at American Falls and (under a specified schedule below Milner except that 
United States shall have a prior right to water necessary to generate not ex- 
ceeding 10,000 kilowatts of power, half-hour peak, required for use on the 
Minidoka project, which latter water the United States may store for irrigation 
instead of using for power. 

Company’s right to demand release of storage water for use below Milner Dam 
to be limited to 45,000 acre-feet plus so much of the remainder of its 300,000 as 
is needed at Shoshone Falls or Twin Falls, but not exceeding the amount neces- 
sary to make the flow at the head of Shoshone Falls: 

790 second-feet, October 1 to November 30, inclusive. 
890 second-feet, December 1 to January 31, inclusive. 
790 second-feet, February 1 to February 12, inclusive. 
690 second feet, February 13 to April 15, inclusive. 
790 second-feet, April 16 to June 10, inclusive. 

Company granted 45,000 acre-feet of primary storage capacity for accumulation 
and storage from October 1 to October 1 but may hold over any water remaining 
on October 1 to November 15 when all further right extinguished. 

Company to have secondary right to use of 255,000 acre-feet of any otherwise 
unfilled reservoir capacity to store its reserved winter flow and water imported 
or stored by company from October 1 to April 1 and thereafter 60,000 acre-feet 
to June 10; except that all right to use of water stored therein shall expire at 
the first filling of the reservoir each season. 

Company may not require the turnout in any year (beginning October 1) of 
more than 3 million acre-feet of water in addition to the holdover in primary 
storage capacity, its summer water and water imported or stored by it. 

United States to generate so much of its 10,000 kilowatts winter power at 
Minidoka as may be done with existing equipment without waste of water and 
balance at American Falls, except it may generate entire amount at American 
Falls if Minidoka is closed for enlargement, repairs, et cetera. 

As against the company the United States to have the right to store for irri- 
gation, domestic uses or power (not exceeding 10,000 kilowatts) all storable 
water not specifically reserved or granted to company. 

Company reserves as against the United States the right to use for power 
at American Falls all water released or wasted from November 1 to March 31 
in excess of U.S. power right. Availability of water for waste to be determined 
by U.S. Reclamation Service by assuming year beginning October 1 of 200,000 
acre-feet less storable runoff than the lowest year on record; such water as is 
not necessary to provide 300,000 acre-feet for company and fill existing storage 
eapacity to be available for wasting. Minimum year to be taken as 1,500,000 
acre-feet until a lower year observed. Water available for waste to be released 
uniformly or to secure reasonable availability for power. 

Company to have the right to use for power purposes, water granted to the 
United States for power purposes until it is desired by the United States. 

Operation and maintenance payment by company equal to following proportion 
of total: 

45,000+-7/20 X 255,000 
Reservoir capacity +7/20 « 255,000 

United States to provide discharge pipes with a capacity of 6,000 second-feet 
to which the company may attach its penstocks. 

United States to construct a division dam at the westerly end of the portion 
of the existing dam retained by the company and prevent any increase in per- 
centage of flood water passing over company’s portion of the dam. 

United States to pay company $1 million in four equal installments, the first 
after company has furnished abstract and evidence of title and upon delivery 
of deeds to a specified part of the property, and the second, third, and fourth, 
at intervals of 1 year thereafter with certain specified property to be conveyed 
at each payment, the two old powerplants at the second. 
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ExuHisit No. 2 
1934 
SNAKE RIVER 
SNAKE RIVER AT NEELEY, IDAHO 


Location—Water-stage recorder in sec. 31, T. 7s., R. 31 E., 1 mile below 
American Falls Dam. Discharge measurements are made in sec. 11, T. 8, S., R. 
30 E., half a mile north of Neeley and 3 miles downstream from recorder. Pub- 
lished discharge shows flow at latter point. 

Records available-—March 1906 to September 1934. 

Extremes.—Maximum discharge during year, 9,410 second-feet July 29-30 
(gage height, 5.87 feet); minimum daily discharge, 181 second-feet October 8 
(gage height, 0.93 foot). 1906-34: Maximum discharge, 48,400 second-feet 
June 20, 1918 (gage height, 13.5 feet on former gage at site 8 miles below special 
gage); minimum, 124 second-feet several days during November and December 
1932 (gage height, 0.50 foot). 

Remarks.—Records excellent. Flow regulated by operation of gates at Amer- 
ican Falls Dam. About 700,000 acres of land irrigated from Snake River and 
its tributaries above station. 





Discharge, in second-feet, 1933-34 



















































































Day Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. 
Oi ote wbeminn 2,010) 2,740) 1,630) 1,590) 1,470) 1,350; 3,640) 7,040) 7,960) 5,830) 5,050) 3,280 
TE etaaatinls maid |} 2,190) 2,770; 1,630) 1,560) 1,460) 1,370) 3,610) 7,000) 8,500) 5,830) 4,910) 3,590 
3....-..--.----| 2,320] 2,780] 1,650] 1,570] 1,470] 1,380] 3,610) 7,000) 8,670) 5,830) 4,880) 3,480 
a eee 2,320) 2,740) 1,650) 1,540) 1,470) 1,390) 3,290) 6,960) 8,040) 6,460) 5,330) 3,120 
Dincsdetemintdibake 2,320} 2,740) 1,710) 1,740) 1,470) 1,380) 2,450) 6,840) 7,150) 7,960) 5,830) 3,070 
Cisse te teiene -| 2,320) 2,770) 1,740; 1,710) 1,490) 1,380) 2,240) 6,920) 6,130) 7,920) 7,880) 3,300 
7 .--------|* 2,330} 2,770) 1,700) 1,680; 1,450) 1,370) 2,700) 6,880) 5,690) 7,880) 8,630) 3,500 
Di citentiee btn 181 770} 1,700) 1,670; 1,480) 1,390) 3,030) 7,230) 5,540) 7,880} 8,290) 3,950 
Dv cietasessaieatias 2,330) 2,790) 1,720) 1,680) 1,480) 1,350) 3,370) 7,470) 5,160) 7,830) 7,960) 3,710 
W.. cadbaane 2,330; 2,810) 1,720) 1,630) 1,460) 1,350) 3,840) 7,670) 5,020) 7,830) 7,430) 3,780 
BS i ence 2,350} 3,380) 1,740) 1,630) 1,480) 1,360) 3,840) 7,960) 4,780) 7,790) 5,720) 3,410 
Diicocdinmest --| 2,350) 3,420) 1,570) 1,640) 1,550) 1,360) 3,840) 8,290) 4,680) 7,830) 4,610) 3,360 
13......-...---| 1,610} 3,440} 1,400] 1,610) 1,580] 1,360) 3, 840} 8,420) 4,680] 8,040) 4,360) 3,300 
SR Re 1,600} 3,360) 1,370) 1,610) 1,580) 1,360) 3,930) 8,420) 4,680) 8,370] 4,680) 3,250 
Bi oi cc Reek ou -| 1,630) 3,320) 1,400! 1,610) 1,550) 1,370) 4,110) 8,420) 4,680) 8,330) 5,120) 3,060 
16..........---} 1,690} 1,230) 1,380} 1,610) 1,550) 1,400) 4,300) 8,460) 4,680) 8,250) 5,540) 3,620 
Bi ieduncibivwblinn 2,650} 1,680) 1,480) 1,620) 1,550) 1,340) 4,360) 8,420) 4,610) 8,250) 6,650) 3,570 
18 _...........| 2,700) 1,640) 1,400) 1,610) 1,560| 1,400) 4,390) 8,460) 4,610) 7,110) 6,950) 3,530 
| ee ee 2,700 1,550} 1,440) 1,620) 1,490} 1,590) 4,360) 8,330) 4,610] 6,730) 6, 670} 3, 290 
/ ee 2, 750| 1,580} 1,560) 1,670) 1,400) 1,810) 4,610) 8, 250) 4,550) 6, 610) 6, 260) 3,050 
21 é 2,700} 1,580) 1,550) 1,680) 1,350) 1,910} 5,650} 8,210) 4,550] 6,580) 5,370) 3,020 
22 | 2,700) 1,580) 1,570) 1,730) 1,350) 2,350) 5,800) 8,210) 5,440) 6,580) 5,670) 3,040 
Wi seuadeeesel 2,700} 1,580} 1,620) 1, 700} 1,340} 3,060) 6,280) 8.210) 7,110) 6,880) 4,790) 3,040 
24 2,700} 1,620) 1,620) 1,610) 1,340) 3,470) 6,460) 8,250) 7,830) 8,540) 5,560) 2,840 
aches 2,720) 1,580) 1,610} 1,480) 1,350) 3,470) 6,460! 8,040) 7,960) 8,290) 5,940) 2,530 
26. 2,700) 1,580) 1,600) 1,490) 1,370) 3,450) 6,430) 6,880) 7,960; 8,120) 5,560) 2,490 
Bi bsd~.banbes 2,720) 1,600} 1,530) 1,500) 1,37 3,030} 6,500} 6,240) 7,880) 8,080) 4,520) 2,480 
28 af | 2,720; 1,580) 1,540) 1,470) 1,370) 3,200) 6,610) 6,240) 6,770) 8,120) 4,580) 1,970 
__ ae ee 2,680) 1,610) 1,570) 1,480/___._.-| 3,320) 6,920) 6,200) 6,060) 8,460) 4,000) 2,580 
deen iohieae ha 2,560} 1,630} 1,550) 1, 530/.._.... 3,490! 7,040) 6,200) 5,870} 9,370) 3,590) 2,000 
Dea dccatcdetecal CM Gcccceced A, CREE Ep BiGlccctncel By Oesssee~- G, JOG... «~~ 6, 800 aes Stéwaws 
Month Maximum | Minimum Mean Runoff in 
acre-feet 
I, i: ah dds wh bie hk dn dex adn bas tbl os ld 2, 750 181 2, 320 143, 000 
DOO ott i citinded abiededds OUNC clic teil dias 3, 440 1, 230 2, 270 135, 000 
I i, wabdeielhS ahah: al adlabadide ckibchailin odibebibed ceiaiiiia 1, 740 1, 370 1, 580 97, 206 
II a, +... sti alah « Me Al, da kn he tadhbthat deen 1, 740 1, 470 1, 600 98, 400 
I ie a a a 1, 580 1, 340 1, 460 81, 100 
PERU watinwkandutucvatRbadibidsaasidiikates dasedomeas 3, 610 1, 340 2, 010 124, 000 
IT mae rs a ae er ae ne et eae 7, 040 2, 240 4, 580 2738, 000 
CI tial anh a.nncaidre 6 cb ialadeianpinciaia he tebeiebiint me tale aeteaedeel 8, 460 6, 200 7, 540 464, 000 
in stincncgeemuomiaGutinaendk tee eies cone tedenel 8, 670 4, 550 6, 060 361, 000 
UE is icine on tbunkaendes Lace ebashcaccwasseeus | 9, 370 5, 830 7, 560 465, 000 
RE nics, amie emacncecccc Mat ieakotubens e 8, 630 3, 240 5, 660 348, 000 
RN ste a etnias eae | 3, 950 1,970 3, 140 187, 000 


S assemtedhcen Pt acsncnecinmaeanenael 


FE hate acanssandinessceesaddsekisktuvatie — 9, 370 | 181 3, 830 2, 780, 000 
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1940 
SNAKE RIVER MAIN STEM 
SNAKE RIVER AT NEELEY, IDAHO 


Location.—Water-stage recorder, latitude 42°45’, longitude 112°54’, in section 
$1, township 7 south, range 31 east, half a mile below American Falls Dam. 
Datum of gage is 4,242.8 feet above mean sea level (river-profile survey). Records 
computed to show flow at former site in section 11, township 8 south, range 30 
east, half a mile north of Neeley and 3 miles downstream from present gage site, 
by adding inflow between sites. 

Records available-—March 1906 to September 1940. 

Eetremes.—Maximum discharge during year, 12,100 second-feet June 25 (gage 
height, 5.92 feet) minimum, 152 second-feet September 25-28 (gage height, 0.79 
foot). 

1906-40: Maximum daily discharge, 48,400 second-feet June 20, 1918 (gage 
height, 13.5 feet, site and datum then in use) ; minimum, 124 second-feet several 
days during November and December 1932 (gage height, 0.50 foot). 

Remarks.—Records excellent. Flow regulated by American Falls Reservoir 
(see p. 20) and other reservoirs, having a combined usable capacity of about 
8,200,000 acre-feet. About 700,000 acres of land are irrigated by water diverted 
from river and its tributaries above station. 

Cooperation.—Gage-height record furnished by Bureau of Reclamation. 


Rating table, water year 1939-40 (gage height, in feet, and discharge, in second- 
feet) (shifting-control method used Apr. 2 to Aug. 25, Sept 16-30) 


eer asks cee ar ee Se Mn ans asatathenn: 6, 050 
Didi d. wid EE OT NO 2 i be a SOG 4 BOs 208 5 ee, 8, 000 
BE Be Se en aR tess eS eee. Le cic se 10, 200 
Tie salt anita <tkibsibee OPS ee es ee $4605 00s coca tL. 12, 500 


Discharge, in second-feet, water year October 1939 to September 1940 





























} j | | 
Day | Oct.! | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. 
j ! | | } | 

Ceti —-—— 
Bee et el 1, 230) 918; 1,170) 1,090 770; 2,110 820; 7,490) 11,000) 10,200) 11,100) 7,740 
ES ae 1, 260) 920} 1,330} 1, 100) 770} 2,080} 1,150) 7,530) 10,800) 10,100) 11,200) 7,570 
2.5 ube ie | 1,240) 952; 1,440) 1,110 493} 2,080) 1,140) 7,450) 10,700) 10,100! 11,100) 7, 160 
Dp aieontp psn |} 1,680) 918} 1,440) 1,130 444) 2,100) 1,790) 7,490) 10,600) 10,000) 11,000) 6,700 
Gp cbaeid an 1, 840) 928) 1,440) 1,140) 440} 1,830) 2,020) 7,910) 10,400) 10,200) 11,100) 6,190 
OS. eeaks~ } 1,780) 945; 1,450) 1, 100) 798} 1,790) 2,200) 8,530} 9,980) 10,700) 11,100) 5,710 
Psuba~sikobeks~ | 1,780) 1,510) 1,460} 1, 100) 892; 1,610) 1,860) 9,230) 9,890) 10,900) 11,000) 5,410 
Biceconbte seus 1,770} 1,530) 1,530) 1,140 892} 1,620) 1,850; 9,890) 9,890) 11,100) 11,000) 5,410 
Bi chemo theede oth mm 1,800) 2,380) 1,500) 954) 918} 1,600} 1,680) 10,300} 9,890) 11,300) 11,000) 5,410 
SET ae 1,830) 2,530) 1,610) 678} 1, 100) 185} 1,380) 10,500) 9,890) 11,400) 11,100) 5,350 
OR eS tae 1,310} 2,520) 1,540 638} 1,030) 1,630} 1,300) 10, 600} 10,000} 11, 500} 11,000) 5, 190 
12.........----} 1,320] 2,530} 1,520) 801 1, 060) 1,630} 1,870) 10,800) 10,700) 11, 500 11, 100) 4, 870 
13...........--| 1,330} 2,610) 1,530) 919} 1,090} 1,650) 1,830) 10,600) 11,000) 11,600) 11,100) 4,300 
Mi. itty gb -~ 1,330} 2,550) 1, 530) 921} 1,150) 1,680) 2,230) 10,300) 11,300} 11,700) 11,000} 3, 900 
A Gcpes es. 1,340} 1,410) 1,320) 1,110) 1,220) 1,660) 3,050) 10,400) 11,400) 11, 500) 10,900) 3,700 
_ aes 1,330} 1,440) 1,260) 1,160) 1,210) 1,640) §,030) 10,700) 11,300) 11,400) 10,800) 3, 480 
ho online oa 1,350} 1,440) 1,290) 1,180) 1,050) 1,030) 4,840) 10,900) 11,100) 11,300) 10,800) 3,750 
| Sa e e 1,380} 1,450) 1,150) 1,400} 1,010) 1,050} 6,620] 11,000) 11,000) 11,300] 10,700] 4, 120 
RRS ae 1,390) 1,480} 1,000) 1,390) 1,010) 1,050) 7,530) 11,100) 10,800) 11,500) 9,760) 5,480 
cateensisesanel 1,390} 1,480} 1,020) 1,310) 1,040) 1,050) 7,000) 11, 100) 10, 800} 11,500) 9,280) 3,730 
Beudecuteceupas | 1,360) 1,480} 1,050} 1,340) 1,050! 1,060) 7,530) 11,100} 10,900) 11,500) 9,540! 4,040 
iia diiles 860) 1,490) 1,070) 1,370) 1,050) 1,050) 7,570) 11,000) 11,200) 11,300) 9,720) 1,000 
MR cL a 1, 370) 1,460} 1,110) 1,370) 1,020 836) 7,570 11, 100] 11, 500) 11,100; 9,630) 2,030 
ES, 1,430} 1,460) 1,120) 1,290) 1,020) 828) 7,530) 11,000) 11,900) 11,100} 9,230) 1,650 
. ee 1,580) 1,130) 1,020) 1,250) 1,060) 844) 7,570) 11,000) 12,100) 11,100; 8,700) 1,690 
la ineertner eben 1,590} 1,120 946) 1,010] 1,460) 849| 7,660) 11,000) 11,800) 11,000) 8,310) 1,640 
Bi ait) ececb en 1, 580) 1,120) 1,170) 533) 1, 130) 633} 8,040} 11, 100} 11,300) 10,900) 8,000} 1,690 
Dh onidencee 1,630) 1,130) 1,460 438) 2,170) 644; 8,750) 11, 100) 10, 600] 10,800; 8,040) 1,670 
REE enim onic nel 1, 610) 1, 140 1, 600) 1,070) 2,130) 638] 8, 440) 11, 100} 10, 300) 10, 800 8, 000) 154 
Biitieccnentest 912) 1,180) 1,630) 1,060).._.... 614 7,490) 11, 100} 10,300) 10,800) 7, 960) 1,320 
Misthig poosentan 909} ......- 1, 190 0) -2. dco~4 580} -..-.--) merase 10, 900) 7, 910) Moves 

! | | | | 
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Discharge, in second-feet, water year October 1939 to September 1940—Con. 

















| | | | 

Month Second- | Maximum Minimum | Mean Runoff in 

| foot-days | | | acre-feet 
: a a a 
SI ails wc irarete tare: deme eeae hee 44, 501 1, 840 860 | 1, 436 | 88, 290 
November......-.  Seotiemmipaledens Gintees 45, 151 | 2, 610 | 918 | 1, 505 89, 560 
I se Ca ee | 40, 896 | 1, 630 946 | 1,319 | 81, 120 
Calendar year 1939_._...._| 2, 333, 545 | 15, 000 265 | 6,393 | 4, 629, 000 
nas nman new doen ices tine . ue 878 ” O 1, 400 cae "438 | : ce, 061 a ~ 65, 210 
CIE 5 oa Lanes ku daentgen enh de 30, 477 2, 170 | 440 1,051 | 60, 450 
tals 6 hiner birt 'eet be 39, 651 | 2,110 | 185 | 1, 279 | 78, 650 
OE la nside anttie peerthe nah when neo oeal 135, 340 | 8, 750 | 820 | 4,511 | 268, 400 
Sl oshiesas ner hiete kes esha dana 315, 420 | 11, 100 7, 450 | 10, 170 | 625, 600 
(FRR Pa a joes 324, 340 | 12, 100 9, 890 | 10, 810 | 643, 300 
July...... Jann tan tod eirrwe acne 342, 100 | 11, 700 10, 000 | 11, 040 | 678, 500 
Bsns bearw: doarees-taglalerepat nec doe 312, 180 | 11, 200 7, 910 10, 070 | 619, 200 
rats Sie cheat teoets hou 122, 054 | 7, 740 15 4, 068 | 242, 100 
Water year 1939-40. ______| 1, 784, 998 | 12, 100 154 4,877 | 3, 540, 000 





1 Average, 1,436. 





Note.—Stage-discharge relation affected by ice during nights Jan. 16-27. 
1955 
SNAKE RIVER MAIN STEM 
SNAKE RIVER AT NEELEY, IDAHO 


Location.—Lat. 42°46’20’’, long. 112°52’45’’, in SW% sec. 31, T. 7 S., R. 31 E., 
on right bank 400 feet upstream from fish hatchery buildings and 0.9 mile down- 
stream from American Falls Dam. Records consputed to show flow at former 
site in Sec, 11, T. 8 S., R. 30 E., half a mile north of Neeley and 2% miles 
downstream from present site, by adding inflow between sites. 

Drainage area.—13,600 square miles, approximately, excluding nontributary 
area on Snake River plains. 

Records available—March 1906 to September 1955. Monthly discharge for 
some periods, published in WSP 13817. 

Gage.—Water-stage recorder. Datum of gage is 4,241.6 feet above mean sea 
level (levels by Bureau of Reclaration). Prior to August 8, 1910, staff gages, and 
August 8, 1910, to June 6, 1930, water-stage recorder, at site 24% miles down- 
stream at different datum. June 7, 1930, to March 19, 1945, water-stage recorder 
at site 0.4 mile upstream from present site and at datum 0.4 feet higher than 
present datum. 

Average discharge.—29 years (1926-55), 6,718 cubic feet per second (4,864,000 
acre-feet per year). 

Eatremes.—Maximum discharge during year, 14,400 cubic feet per second June 
12 (gage height, 7.06 feet) ; minimum, 103 cubic feet per second November 6 
(gage height, 1.22 feet). 1906-55: Maximum daily discharge, 48,400 cubic feet 
per second June 20, 1918 (gage height, 13.5 feet, site and datum then in use) ; 
minimum, 50 cubic feet per second October 22, 23, November 14-16, 1941. 

Remarks.—Records excellent. Flow regulated by American Falls Reservoir 
(see preceding page) and other reservoirs, having a usable capacity of 3,200,000 
acre-feet. About 740,000 acres of land irrigated by water diverted from river 
and tributaries upstream from station. 

Cooperation.—Gage-height record furnished by Bureau of Reclamation. 


Rating table, water year 1954-55 (gage height, in feet, and discharge, in cubic 
feet per second) 


(Shifting-control method used June 26 to Aug. 8) 


Be 8 ae eons SEP TAGs hI See COOOL fi. Gr 4, 920 
Gee toe 506 (BOS ater 0 SOOT O02 ee Sea 2 9, 070 
By ts een ete BO | te DLR heel Lig ee et 14, 100 
BM att ee ee Gary meee. 2 9 88 2 2, 070 





; 
} 
| 
i 
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Discharge, in cubic feet per second, water year October 1954 to September 1955 













































































Day Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sept. 
tas 2,830) 4,180) 3,260) 12,470) 2,170) 1,730) 6,040) 7,460) 10, 800)'10, 400) 11, 500) 10, 400 
a Eee 167| 4,240) 3,330) 2,450; 2,200) 1,860) 6,080) 7,040) 10,600) 10,400) 11,600) 10, 500 
aa 158| 4,270} 3,280) 2,490) 2,020) 1,890] 6,040) 5,670) 10,300) 10,400] 12,100) 10,600 
Be Sai ne cossveeinll 2,620) 4,270) 1,840) 2,600) 1,840) 3,560) 6,570) 5,890' 10,200) 10, 500/!12, 400; 10, 700 
On ctvicwcdbowss 2,620) 4,270 153} 2,520) 1,830 383) 7,210) 6,650 10,400) 10,700) 12, 400)!10, 900 
Bi Sivebewcuds 2, 620 133) 3,310) 2,790) 1,850) 1,580) 7,340) 7,210) 10,700) 11,300) 11,800) 11,000 
Cicestheh uke Se 2, 620 131} 3,320; 2,650; 1,890) 1,740) 7,040) 7, 870) 11, 400} 12,000) 11, 400) 10, 700 
SR aetna. 12,640| 4,750) 3,280) 2,570) 1,000) 1,990) 6,240) 8,420) 11,800) 12,100) 11,100) 10,400 
a eee 144; 4,710) 3,280) 2,580) 1,020) 1,990) 5,890) 8,880) 12,100) 12,200) 10,900) 10,400 

__ ne 131} 4,710) 13,300; 2,570) 1,040) 1,970) 5,930) 9,690) 12,600) 12,200) 11, 200) 10,300 
Pai ccccsccmenmnes 2,610} | 4,710} 1,890) 2,560) 1,020) 2,560) 5,890) 11,100) 12, 900/'12, 200) 11,800) 10, 300 
BA date coenenh 2,870| 4,790 148; 2,480) 1,010) 2,460) 5,890) 12,700/ 13,600) 12,200) 12,000; 10, 100 
eae 2,870; 1,170) 3,350; 2,430) 1,010) 2,470) 6,910) 13, 500) 13, 700) 12,200) 12,000) 9, 650 
ip ethh el nnmestinee 4,510) 1,170) 3,340) 2,450) 1,020) 2,770) 7,430/!13, 100)!12, 900) 12,300) 11,700) 9,310 
er. 5,270; 4,630) 3,340) 2,380) 1,040) 2,520) 7,430) 12,100] 11,900) 12,600) 10,900) 9,170 
ERE 2,500) 4,220) 3,320) 2,360) 1,020) 2,820) 7,430) 11,200) 11,100) 12,700) 10,400; 9,170 
BR seisise cuss 2,500) 4,220) 3,280) 2,470) 1,050) 3,180) 7,430) 10,900) 10,300) 12, 800)!10, 400) 18, 840 
en a ee 5,260) 4,220) 1,860) 2,470) 1,030) 3,240) 7,430) 11,000) 10, 400 12, 500/111, 000 8, 320 
il chensenisanemak 4,320) 4,240 153} 2,480) 11,040; 3,270) 6,040) 10,800) 10,600) 11,900) 11,500) 7, 560 
Bieectes enero 4,300} 2,080) 3,300) 3,470) 1,050) 3,270) 5,380) 11,300) 10,700) 11, 500) 11,800) 6,780 
ee ee 4, 320 151| 3,280! 1,660) 1,060) 3,300) 7,040) 11,700) 10,700) 11,600) 11,800) 6,280 
re 4,320) 3,320) 3,280) 12,230) 1,070) 3,300) 7,690) 11,900) 11,300) 11,900) 11,600) 6,120 
ll che eihaedaed 1138| 3,200) 3,120) 2,540) 1,220) 3,330) ! 7,430) 11,900) 12,000) 12,400) 10,700) 6,080 
ATER SS 144) 3,240) 2,870) 2,360) 1,360) 3,330) 7,430) 12,100) 12, 500) 11,800) 10,300) 6,080 
BB. tsaccstd 4, 390) 3,260) 2,880) 2,320) 1,300) 3,430) 7,430) 12,200) 12,000) 12,900) 10, 200) 6, 080 
Ol lice Secsdeete | 4, 120) 13,350} 2,860) 2,340) 1,330) 14,120 7, 430) 12, 260) 11, 600 13,000} 10,700) 6,040 
Wet hiscinige wala ced 4,100} 1,220) 2,750) 2,470) 1,320) 4,570) 7,470) 11,900) 11, 600/'13, 000) 11,200) 6,040 
err 3,880} 1,210) 2,730) 2,340) 1,330) 4,570) 7,470) 11,300) 11,600) 12,500) 11,100) 5,520 
ii kaceceaieesnanesan 3,820) 3,640) 2,650) 2,140).....-- 5,490} 7,470} 11,000] 11,400) 12, 600) 11,300] 4,540 
ae 142} 3,350) 2,580) 2,090/.....-- 6,040| 7,510) 10,900) 10, 800} 12,000) 11, 400) 4, 540 
iliintseeedchion i dicinendies 2, 590} 2, 140).___- o§ 'G Giient.. de |110, 800 aa 11, 700} 10, 800}... didn 

Total__-| 83,060| 97,055| 83,904) 75,870] 37, 140| 94, 773/206, 010/320, 380/344, 500/370, 500/351, 0001252, 420 

Mean...| 2,679) 3,235) 2,707) 2,447) 1,326) 3,057) 6,867| 10,330) 11,480) 11,950) 11,320) 8,414 

Acre feet __.... 164, 700/192, 500/166, 400|150, 500) 73, 670)188, 000/408, 600/635, 500|683, 300|734, 900/696, 200) 500, 700 
Maximum Minimum Mean Acre-feet 

Oalendar year 1964............................. 20, 500 126 6, 754 4, 890. 000 

IRE SEE DE gig ccc cinema acwesiemsn 13, 700 126 6, 347 4, 595, 000 


1 Discharge measurement made on this day. 


Ricans, IpaAun, December 15, 1958. 
Senator RicHarD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: My name is Leonard W. “Pete” Wilson, my present home is 
in Riggins, Idaho. 

Most of my life I have been engaged in the cattle business and used to own 
one of the few ranches in Hells Canyon of the Snake River between Oregon and 
Idaho. My folks moved into the canyon country when I was a small boy and 
I spent close to 60 years there. 

About 1928, when wind chargers and Delco plants offered the rare convenience 
of inadequate electric lighting for the home—the Government begun making 
surveys in the canyon for building a dam across Snake river. The people in the 
Joseph, Enterprise country as well as those on the Idaho side were soon talking 
of the conveniences of having electricity on the farms and ranches within the 
course of a few years—that was 30 years ago. 

Hells Canyon could best serve the people of the tristate area as a water 
storage reservoir, since it contributes very little to the overall economy because 
of it’s rugged terrain. Navigation will be important to Lewiston and Clarkston 
but we all know that water storage is vitally necessary for such a project, 
adequate electricity would help to bring industry to the Northwest, and would 
eontribute much in developing our other natural resources. 

I have read your Columbia River development bill and I think it is the first 
sensible approach to solving the many complex problems relative to the proper 
conservation and utilization of the rivers of the Northwest. 
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It is time someone took a firm stand to prevent further waste by the private 
power companies, I wish you every success in your bold challenge of the 
monopolies and I hope Congress will be sensible enough to pass on this bill and 
quit wasting time and resources. If this letter would be of any help, you 
may enter it as part of the record. 

Yours very truly, 
PETE WILSON, 
Care of James Wilson. 


LEWISTON-CLARKSTON CHERRY GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Lewiston, Idaho, January 10, 1959. 
Honorable SENATOR NEUBERGER, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am very much in favor of your bill for Columbia 
River development. However I deplore the absence of the preference clause as 
I read it. 

I am very much in favor of this clause in the interest of public power groups. 
As I view it those who oppose public power development should in all consistency 
not demand or receive the fruits of such development unrestricted. I have in 
mind the Washington Water Power Co. They publish large ads opposing public 
power but take advantage of it wherever possible. 

My first employment after my marriage was with Washington Water Power 
on the Post Falls Dam and I always had high regard for them, but that regard 
has eroded considerably of late on account of practices I have mentioned. 
Wishing you all that is good for the future I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Mr. C. E. Roser. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, December 18, 1958. 
Senator RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: My name is Charles W. Dunham; I live at 1822, 
Second Avenue N., in Lewiston, Idaho. I ama pioneer of this country and have 
lived here since my youth. 

I have been a stanch supporter of the Hells Canyon development and have 
observed the controversy since the beginning. 

I have been active on many committees which I felt would contribute to the 
overall good in communities where I have lived and I am well aware of the many 
benefits and conveniences the REA brought to the rural areas of central Idaho, 
I have read and listened to the countless testimonies of the private power com- 
panies’ endless battle to hamstring the co-op’s and other Government-sponsored 
water development projects. I am not against private enterprise, but I am 
against fast tax writeoff, monopolistic control, and partial development such as 
Idaho Power’s small dams in the Hells Canyon. 

Idaho Power Co. has sold the farmers of south Idaho a bill of goods through 
their campaign of propaganda, and it is disturbing to realize that sensible people 
are unable to think for themselves. I saw full-page ads and heard the same old 
story when Grand Coulee was being considered. 

I think a revision of the Federal power system as it affects the Northwest is 
necessary. Some of us seem to forget that the rivers belong to the people and the 
people are the Government, and that they would have better control through 
Government than through the dictates of private power companies which are 
licensed to operate as monopolies. The malhandling of our water resources have 
greatly hampered the industrial and economic growth of the entire Pacific North- 
west, and it is my firm belief that your proposed Columbia River development bill 
could be a solution for solving one of our urgent problems. 

I am approaching my senior years, but you young people may see the day when 
the water from the rivers of the Northwest will contribute more to the overall 
economy of the area than the electric energy it will produce. 

As a junior Senator you are to be complimented for wanting to encourage such 
legislation, and for having the foresight to want to preserve something for 
posterity. 

Certain modifications may be necessary, but I consider it a privilege to endorse 
this regional corporation bill in principle. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES W. DUNHAM. 


| 
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LEWISTON, IpaHO, December 15, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SEaTOR NEUBERGER: My name is George Denison; I live in North Lewis- 
ton Idaho. I am 65 years old and have been in the cattle and sheep business in 
central Idaho for over 40 years. 

As a taxpayer I would like to see the Government take a firm stand on the de- 
velopment of the water resources in the Pacific Northwest. 

I well remen:! er when the private power companies had every opportunity to 
energize the rural areas for many years I served on various committees which 
encouraged them to do so, but we had no electricity on the farms or ranches 
until the REA lines were built. The private power companies didn’t give a hang 
about the rural people of Idaho County where I was living at the time, until 
REA competition forced them to, and now we are letting them waste our great 
natural resources like Hells Canyon. 

When I was a young man, I worked on a cattle ranch in Hells Canyon and 
once knew it like the back of my hand, and I think it is most unfortunate to 
permit any company to build a series of small inadequate dams in such a tre- 
mendous reservoir area. 

I have attended some of the more recent hearings on water resources and 
development and had the good fortune of reading your proposed Columbia River 
development bill, and in my opinion this is to date the best proposal for the 
ultimate development of our western water resources and should be a means of 
speeding the industrial growth which has been so badly neglected in the 
Northwest. 

I hope you won’t be fooled by the testimony of the chambers of commerce, the 
Idaho Power, and others who have so boldly and blindly opposed this bill. I am 
positive this is not the true voice of the people. I recall hearing the same 
kind of opposition prior to Grand Coulee. 

Your program seems very sensible, and with few modifications could serve the 
best interests of the Pacific Northwest through a sound water resources develop- 
ment program, and I would urge Congress to enact such legislation. 

Yours very truly 
GEORGE DENISON. 








BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1958 
U.S. Senate, 


Commitree oN Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrroi—Rivers AND Harpors, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :30 a.m., in the audito- 
rium of the Flathead County High School, Hon. Richard L. Neu- 
berger presiding. 

Present: Senator Neuberger, T. W. Sneed, M. C. Mapes, Jr., and 
Rodney Moulton. 

Senator Nrunercer. Can we come to order, please? I would appre- 
ciate it if the audience could please come to order. 

We are holding these Senate Public Works Subcommittee hearings 
in the four States of the Pacific Northwest in order to develop infor- 
mation, opinion, suggestions, ideas, criticism, recommendations, and 
any other points of view concerning the proposed Columbia River 
Regional Development Corporation bill. 

This originally was introduced in the 2d session of the 85th Congress 
as Senate bill 3114. I was the principal sponsor and the cosponsors 
of the bill included the two distinguished Senators from the State of 
Montana, the Honorable James E. Murray and the Honorable Mike 
Mansfield. It is particularly at the request and suggestion of Senators 
Murray and Mansfield that we have come to your fine State today, and 
they also suggested that the hearing be held in the city of Kalispell 
because comparatively few Senate hearings have taken place in Kali- 
spell. Senator Murray and Senator Mansfield suggested that it would 
be wise to distribute Senate hearings fairly and equitably among as 
many communities in their State as possible, and, therefore, we have 
come to Kalispell. 

And, of course, your city is also appropriate because it is so close to 
the great Hungry Horse Dam, which is an integral upstream unit of 
the Columbia River hydroelectric power, flood-control, and naviga- 
tion system, 

I want to express my appreciation to Mr. Kenneth A. Rawson, prin- 
cipal and superintendent of the Flathead County High School, who 
has cooperated with us by making available these splendid facilities 
here today. I always think it is appropriate when a Senate hearing 
is held in a school building because, after all, any decision which we 
reach on this legislation will be primarily for the benefit of these 
students and others who will be the next generation of American citi- 
zens. Itis my hope that during the day various classes from Flathead 
County High School, and perhaps other high schools, can see this 
hearing in action. 
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A Senate hearing such as this is an effort to take the American Gov- 
ernment out to the grassroots. We realize that it is frequently impos- 
sible for many people in a country as vast as this to go to Washington, 
D.C. Such a trip takes time and is expensive. Therefore, when we 
hold a hearing in a State like Oregon, Washington, Montana, or Idaho, 
it makes it increasingly possible for larger numbers of people to have 
their viewpoint presented personally or in behalf of them by somebody 
in whom they have trust. 

The people here with me today, at my left is Mr. Theo. W. Sneed, 
staff director of the Senate Public Works Committee; at my right 
is Mr. Rodney Moulton, assistant to Senator Francis Case of South 
Dakota, who is the ranking Republican member of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Works; and at my immediate right is Mr. Milton C. 
Mapes, Jr., who is staff counsel of the Senate Interior Committee and 
has been assigned by Senator Murray to cooperate with us on this 
particular piece of legislation; and our reporter is Mr. Donald Oden, 
of Spokane, Wash., who is making the official transcript of this hearing. 

After all, the basic purpose of this hearing is not for the audience 
here at Kalispell, even though I am pleased that so many people 
are in attendance. The basic purpose of this hearing is to take back 
to Washington, D.C. a record so that the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, which has this legislation under consideration, will know the 
attitudes and information and viewpoints of the people at the grass- 
roots. The transcription being taken down by Mr. Oden and by 
other court reporters at other communities will be edited and then 
printed and copies will be available to all interested people and, of 
course, to members of the Senate committee. On the basis of this 
hearing record, much of the final decision in the Senate will be pre- 
dicated. For example, at the time that the U.S. Senate finally debates 
this bill in whatever form it emerges from committee, there will be 
on each Senator’s desk a copy of the hearing record transcribed at 
Kalispell, at Coeur D’Alene, at Seattle, and at Portland. Thus, you 
can see how important and significant is the hearing record which 
will result from today’s hearings. 

I am informed by the committee staff that we have a great many 
witnesses on both sides of this issue. If we were to allow everybody 
unlimited time, there would not be sufficient time for everybody to be 
heard. Therefore, in the interest of fairness, so that nobody is excluded 
from presenting his or her point of view, I will outline the procedure 
we will follow today. 

We will start out by giving the opponents of the proposed Columbia 
River Regional Development Corporation bill one-half hour. The 
coordinator of the opponents of the bill will be Mr. Ray Loman. Then 
we will give the proponents, that is, the advocates, of the bill a half 
hour. Their coordinator of time will be Mr. Gene Mahoney. We will 
alternate in this fashion until approximately noon. Then we will take 
a recess until about 2 o’clock and we will go from 2 until approxi- 
mately 4:30 or 4:45. 

It is my suggestion that the coordinators work out with their people 
such use of the time as they best see fit. At the end of each half hour 
of time, we will then let the opponents take over, or the proponents 
take over, as the case may be. 
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I want to explain this: Many of you may have written statements. 
You do not need to read the statements in full to have them appear 
in the hearing record. Any written statement of reasonable length 
will appear in its entirety in the hearing record, I assure you of that. 
You do not need to eat it in full. I wish to make that very clear 
and very emphatic. Therefore, you might want to limit your time 
by just presenting the statement for the record without reading it 
all or, if you have a particularly effective witness for the proponents 
or for the opponents, he or she might want to paraphrase the state- 
ment and read the essential highlights and the main points for em- 
phasis. That will be quite all right and this additional material 
which you emphasize will appear further in the hearing record along 
with your written statement. I again want to emphasize that, because 
sometimes people believe that in order to have their full written state- 
ment appear in the record, they must read it in its entirety and there- 
fore infringe upon the other time of their associates. So I trust that 
is clear. 

It is now a quarter to 10 and we will lead off with the opponents. 
Mr. Loman, do you have your first witness ? 

I understand the first witness is Mr. Fred Buck, State engineer 
representing the Honorable J. Hugo Aronson, the distinguished Gov- 
ernor of the State of Montana. 

Mr. Buck, we will be glad to have you present your testimony. 

While we are waiting for Mr. Buck to come up, I wish to include 
in the hearing record a number of thoughtful editorials from some 
papers in my home State discussing this issue. 

I will present for the hearing record an editorial from the Eugene, 
Oreg., Register-Guard of November 28 entitled “Power Plan Deserves 
Serious Thought.” This editorial will appear in full in the hearing 
record. 

(The editorial follows :) 


[From the Eugene Register-Guard, Eugene, Oreg., Nov. 28, 1958] 
POWER PLAN DESERVES SERIOUS THOUGHT 


Senator Richard L. Neuberger’s latest proposal for a regional corporation to 
supersede the Bonneville Power Administration will not be favored by private 
power interests, nor by those who instinctively fear further encroachment by the 
Federal Government upon local sovereignties. It will have appeal, however, for 
those who believe that resource development should be directed by geographic 
and economic facts of life, not politically determined whims of administration. 

Neuberger is suggesting that a new Columbia River Development Corporation 
be empowered to finance construction of additional power-generating facilities 
(hydroelectric, thermal, and atomic) in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and western 
Montana. Where these facilities are constructed as parts of multipurpose proj- 
ects, the CRDC should assume the capital costs allocated to the power phases any 
pay for the operation and maintenance of the power-generating units, according 
to this plan. 

In a bill he has had drafted for consideration in the 86th Congress, the junior 
Senator from Oregon also advocates that the CRDC become a regional power 
wholesaler with the authority to allocate its new power supplies “so as to 
assure that there shall be no unreasonable geographic concentration of power 
sold by the corporation.” 

To make all of this possible, Neuberger proposes that CRDC be empowered 
to sell the U.S. Treasury up to $750 million in bonds, these obligations then to 
be retired over periods up to 50 years through earnings of the corporation. The 
Senator further advocates that after a 5-year period of “financial seasoning,” the 
Congress then should adopt a permanent financing system. 


| 
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Two things stand out immediately to recommend serious consideration of 
Neuberger’s proposal : 

(1) Under the present Bonneville Act, the State of Washington’s many publicly 
owned power systems hold the inside track in obtaining low-cost power from 
federally financed projects. His scheme for guaranteeing more equitable dis- 
tribution of such power could be of significant importance to Oregon, Idaho, 
and western Montana. 

(2) It makes good sense to put the production and wholesaling of federally 
produced electric power on a business basis. Such a system would put premiums 
on engineering judgments and skills, not so much upon political logrolling 
abilities in the development of new power projects. Such a system also would 
clarify the income-outgo financial picture regarding Federal power operations 
in the Northwest, something extremely difficult to accomplish under provisions 
of the Bonneville Act. 

Neuberger envisions the CRDC as an “instrument” of the Federal Government, 
a creation of Congress independent of other administrative agencies, not as an 
agency within an agency, as the BPA is today within the Department of the 
Interior. He favors control of the Regional Corporation by a five-man Board 
of Directors appointed by the President, with at least one member from each 
of the States involved. 

Hearings on his bill will be conducted early next month in Portland, Seattle, 
Coeur d’Alene, and Kalispell. And, no doubt, there will be flaws bared then by 
those opposed to his ideas. We can only hope that resulting controversy will 
not become an all-or-nothing battle. 

Neuberger’s bill, at least as we see it, offers the basis for reasonable compro- 
mises in the public-versus-private power struggle in the Northwest. 

It also is a patent fact that further development of all the region’s water 
resources must be carried forward in coordinated fashion, with all interests 
being considered, compromised as the overall public interest demands, and 
related so as to insure maximum ultimate gains. 

If Neuberger’s bill serves only as a starting point to break the impasse which 
has been slowing the development of the Northwest’s water resources, it will 
serve a vital purpose—the promotion of the region’s future growth. 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Buck we are glad to have you here today. 


STATEMENT OF FRED BUCK, STATE ENGINEER, STATE OF MON- 
TANA, REPRESENTING HON. J. HUGO ARONSON, GOVERNOR OF 
THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Buck. Senator Neuberger, I appreciate being able to present 
the views of the Governor of the State of Montana. He very much 
would have liked to have been present, but he had a very important 
meeting of the board of examiners this morning and he is chairman 
of that board, so it was impossible for him to come and he asked if I 
would not present his statement and, with your permission, I would 
like to read Governor Aronson’s statement and have it included in 
the record. 

Senator Neuberger, I want to thank you for the opportunity of 
appearing here today in Kalispell to express my views, as Governor 
of Montana, on the legislation to establish a Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation. 

Most Montanans are very familiar with my views on preserving 
Montana’s water for Montanans. By this I do not mean that we in 
Montana are selfish. I do mean that we want to see the water, which 
originates in both the Columbia and Missouri Basins in our Treasure 
State, used for the purposes which we consider important before being 
used by downstream States. It is a sharing, based on cooperation be- 
tween the affected States. Control should lhe with the States. 








BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1063 


I have made the point many times that our most important natural 
resource is water. On the overall resource scale, it rangs next in im- 
portance to our youth. Without it however, the future of our youth 
would be greatly dimmed. In fact, there would be very little future 
for them in what is now a true Treasure State, if it were not for our 
water resources. 

From this I am certain you can realize the importance we place on 
any legislation affecting water in Montana. This feeling toward 
water is the reason why Montana has a sound act of water-conserva- 
tionlaws. They arenot perfect. But they do recognize the importance 
of water to our economy. They recognize the need for irrigation as 
the most important use, next to that of drinking and sanitation. This 
has ied in a program of irrigation development which ranks 
among the Nation’s best. I mention this also to show you that Mon- 
tanans are aware of their priceless heritage, and do not want it 
destroyed. 

I do not intend to go into great technical detail regarding this leg- 
islation. My testimony will deal with certain basic principles which 
we in Montana regard as essential to the preservation of our way of 
life and the assurance of an even greater future for our State. 

Therefore, let me say that, as Governor of Montana, I am completely 
opposed to this legislation, and to the principles lying behind it. My 
opposition to an earlier draft of this same legislation was presented to 
your subcommittee in Washington, D.C., last May in my behalf, by 
James E. Murphy, Kalispell attorney, and a member of the Montana 
delegation to the Columbia Interstate Compact Commission. 

In my opinion, this type of legislation destroys what rights the 
sovereign States have left. It strikes down our sincere efforts toward 
regional cooperation. It eliminates any semblance of congressional 
control of spending by a federally created agency. 

In view of this, I reiterate my opposition, not only to this revised 
bill, but to any such legislature which attempts to smash the very 
foundations of our economy. As an old rig builder in the oilfields, 
such legislation as this reminds me of trying to build a rig from the 
top down. You must build upon a sound foundation. The foundation 
that now exists through State water rights, regional cooperation be- 
tween States and congressional control of Federal spending is what 
is needed to stimulate and insure our development. 

Let me enumerate my objections, all of which are based on the idea 
that we in the United States of America still believe in a free republic 
with a free enterprise economy. 

1. There have already been too many attempts to undermine and 
override the water laws and property rights of the States. This bill 
is another means of taking away the last rights of the States in their 
most important resource. 

2. Not only would this bill demolish State’s rights, but it would 
also end the existing cooperation between the States. In fact, this 
type of legislation would even go beyond the power of our Congress 
and give us the ultimate in Federal empire building. I am firmly 
convinced that the end result of such a valley authority scheme would 
be a series of so-called development corporations that would encompass 
our Nation, and be responsible to no one. It could then join death 
and taxes as being certain to overtake us, regardless of the views of 
American citizens. 








1064 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


3. The Congress has no control over appropriations to this new 
agency. Actually, it could thumb its nose at any Congress elected 
by the public, since it would have the power to do its own financing 
through the use of revenue bonds. The Federal Government would 
be forced to give the agency this money. 

4. Every aspect of this warmed-over CVA is repulsive to the prin- 
ciples of free enterprise, which has made our Nation the greatest 
in the world. I am proud to be able to proclaim my belief in this most 
superior of all economic ways of life. In addition, it would cut the 
taxpaying base of the counties, cities, school districts and States. 
This would further weaken our basic governmental units, making them 
even more subject to the whims of this ultra-authority. 

5. A far superior means of working together to solve our problems 
is already in existence. I am speaking of such groups as the Columbia 
Basin Compact Commission, the Columbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, and the Western Governors’ Conference. An Interagency 
Committee also exists for the Missouri Basin, of which Montana is also 
a part. These groups have already made such progress, without giv- 
ing away the rights of Montana or other States, and without trying 
to eliminate free enterprise. 

6. While this legislation is supposedly based on true basin develop- 
ment, it is anything but that. In the first place, true Columbia Basin 
development would have to include that part of the basin lying in 
Canada. While this bill would abolish State’s rights, regional co- 
operation and congressional controls on spending, I seriously doubt 
if it could abolish or repeal the Canadian border, even though it would 
allow spending of funds in Canada. For my part, I prefer to rely on 
already existing groups for such work as is necessary to accomplish 
the goal of true development of our resources under our free-enterprise 
economy. 

7. The proposed legislation is surely not a comprehensive bill for 
the development of the Columbia Basin. It deals almost exclusively 
with power, with other uses of water being merely incidental. We in 
Montana do not favor any type of organization that does not give full 
recognition to the importance and the necessity of irrigation use in 
the building of our economy. 

8. As a believer in flood prevention, rather than just in flood con- 
trol, I much prefer sound development starting at the headwaters. 
Development started in the watersheds; and coupled with sound soil 
conservation practices is the way to insure proper conservation of 
natural resources. As a son of the soil and one who is still a farmer, 
I prefer to work with Mother Nature, not against her. Certainly, 
nature starts its conservation at the headwaters. 

9. The steady flow to be gained from watershed development at the 
headwaters is better for our fishermen. More natural refuges for our 
game birds will be provided. In a State where recreation for our- 
selves and our tourist industry is so important, this aspect must not be 
ignored. 

10. Certain objectionable features have been eliminated from the 
original piece of legislation, which was S. 3114, which was introduced 
in the last Congress. This elimination process does not make this 
type of legislation any more desirable. If any such superagency is 
eotablished: contrary to all principles of sound government and econ- 
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omy, the camel will have its nose under the tent and soon will occupy 
the whole tent. 

11. Montana is a State with a great potential. However, in order 
to realize its fullest possible growth and development, we must use 
water and our other natural resources to the greatest advantage. We 
in Montana believe we are the best judges of how to use our water and 
other resources. We prefer to use it for irrigation, power, and other 
uses, based upon our judgment, not upon the judgment of some five- 
man board, which might have one Montanan on it. Control of the 
future development of Montana must not be placed in the hands of, 
or left dependent upon, the whims of outsiders. We welcome those 
from outside our State who wish to assist in our development. How- 
ever, final control over our resources must be in Montana. This is 
definitely contrary to the proposed legislation. 

12. We object, also, because the proposed bill cuts our State into 
two parts. The benefits, if any, to come from extra power or other 
revenues should be available to the entire State of Montana, not just 
to a limited portion of it. 

13. The Montana Water Conservation Board, of which I am chair- 
man, has a sound program of development at the State level. This 
Columbia development proposal would seriously hamper, if not 
completely stall, the work of the State water conservation board, 
which has been so beneficial to all Montanans interested in sound 
water usage. The water conservation board should be left to operate 
at the State Level, unhampered by such added controls. 

The list could reach much further. However, I am certain that 
this subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Public Works can see 
that my opposition is sincere. It is based on what is best for Montana 
and, ultimately for our Nation as a whole. 

May I repeat that we in Montana believe in our State water and 
property rights; we believe in the free enterprise system; we believe 
in using our water to its best advantage before letting it flow down- 
stream; we believe in keeping control of our future in our own hands. 
Therefore, we are opposed not only to this legislation specifically, but 
also to the overall general principle involved in it. I hope no bill 
along these lines will be approved by the subcommittee, the full com- 
mittee, or the Congress. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Buck, very much. 

I would suggest that the next witness for the opponents be ready 
to come up so that our time can be best used. 

Thank you, Mr. Buck. 

Mr. Buck. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. We are very pleased to have had a statement 
from the distinguished Governor of the State of Montana for our 
hearing record. 

I would like to add also, while we are waiting for the next witness, 
that this hearing was requested for the State of Montana also by the 
distinguished Congressman from this district, Hon. Lee Metcalf, 
and we are very pleased to be in a city in Congressman Metcalf’s 
district. 

Yes, sir? 





| 
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STATEMENT OF SAM GOZA, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, HELENA 
EMPLOYERS ASSOCIATION, HELENA, MONT. 


Mr. Goza. My name is Sam Goza. I appear on behalf of the 
ome, Employers Association, a group of 186 employers in Helena, 

ont. 

I should like, for the purpose of the record, to submit to the com- 
mittee a resolution passed by that association and directing me to 
appear at this time and submit it to the committee. 

enator Nrupercer. The resolution will appear in full in the 
hearing record. 

Mr. Goza. Thank you. In addition, I should like to quote for the 
record from Time magazine, the issue of December 8, 1958, on page 
20 of that issue, where under the heading of “Oregon, Tea & Sym- 

athy,” the following comment in connection with the Columbia River 

evelopment Corporation is made by that magazine, and I quote: 

Hatfield and Neuberger retired to the study of the Senator’s rambling, green 
Portland home, spread papers on a coffee table, reached agreement on an all-for- 
Oregon, nine-point agenda, e.g., 1 cent increase in the State gasoline tax to assure 
Federal highway funds, a development corporation for the Columbia River. 

In order not to be charged with quoting out of context, I would 
at this time submit the copy of the magazine. 

Senator Nevsercer. I would like to ask you a question, Mr. Goza. 
Do you think it is impossible that something which might benefit 
Oregon might also benefit Montana ? 

Mr. Goza. Of course not. 

Senator Neusercer. Don’t you think the two States share common 
problems in the Columbia Basin ? 

Mr. Goza. That is possible, yes. But I don’t believe that they share 
anything in common with the idea of converting western Montana 
into a storage reservoir to raise the flow of the Columbia River at The 
Dalles, Oreg. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, you have a storage reservoir at Hungry 
Horse Dam which diminishes the flood stage at The Dalles. Do you 
think Hungry Horse Dam has helped western Montana? 

Mr. Goza.I am not sure that it has. I might add _ that 
peppbnse| 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to say this: There will be no 
manifestations of approval or disapproval from the audience. Each 
witness is entitled to his say without the audience participating either 
to manifest approval or disapproval. So let’s be fair. 

Mr. Goza. Senator, I would like to answer that in this way: Had 
that Hungry Horse Dam been built by private enterprise, it would be 
on the tax rolls in that county as a substantial source of tax revenue. 
About all that we have now is a beautiful dam, some electric power, 
and a large duck lake which destroys a large portion of a very 
beautiful area. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Goza. 

Mr. Goza. Thank you. 

(The resolution follows :) 





RESOLUTION BY HELENA EMPLOYERS ASSOCIATION, HELENA, MONT. 


Whereas Senate bill 3114 is a bill to establish a new Federal corporation, 
known as the Columbia River Development Corporation with control over the 
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water resources of the Columbia River drainage, including a large portion of 
Montana; and 

Whereas said Corporation would have vast powers over State, county, and 
municipal governments and the rights and property of Montana citizens; and 

Whereas the actual purpose of said bill as stated therein is for “providing 
such storage facilities as would reduce the flow of the Columbia River of record 
at The Dalles, Oreg., to a rate not exceeding 600,000 feet per second”; and 

Whereas said Corporation would be controlled by a board of five Directors 
none of whom need be citizens of Montana, thus making it possible to place the 
vast corporate powers in the hands of persons indifferent or antagonistic to 
the welfare of Montana ; and 

Whereas the powers of said Corporation endanger the water resources and 
existing reclamation in Montana and threaten the livelihood of thousands of 
Montana citizens with flooding of homes and property for the benefit of citizens 
of more populous States, and 

Whereas said Corporation would deprive the people of Montana of control of 
waters arising within their State; would have veto power over water resource 
development by Montana citizens, agencies, and organizations ; and could socialize 
the power industry of Montana and the Northwest thus posing a threat to 
private enterprise in Montana and the entire Northwest; and 

Whereas the creation of said Corporation would greatly increase Federal ex- 
penditures and taxes, and would impair the tax structure of Montana and its 
counties to the great detriment of Montana citizens: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, The Helena Employers Association is opposed to the creation of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation ; be it further 

Resolwed, That Sam Goza, our counsel and executive secretary, be directed to 
express this opposition at the hearing to be conducted at Kalispell, Mont., 
December 11, 1958. 

HELENA EMPLOYERS ASSOCIATION, 
By WILLIAM WEEKS, President. 
Attest: 
Sam Goza, Hxecutive Secretary. 


Senator acces, Next witness, Mr. George Diehl of the Mon- 
tana State Farm Bureau. I wish to say that, without objection, the 
full article which Mr. Goza requested from Time magazine for De- 
cember 8 entitled “Tea and Sympathy” will appear in the hearing 
record as Mr. Goza requested. 

The article follows: 

TEA AND SYMPATHY 


No sooner was Mark Hatfield elected Governor of Oregon last month than 
the energetic young (36) Republican dashed off a pro forma request to Oregon’s 
eccentric Democratic Senator Wayne Morse. 

Said Hatfield: “Would Morse, as senior member of the State’s congressional 
delegation, arrange a conference so that Governor and delegation could discuss 
Federal-State problems?” 

Replied Wayne Morse: “No; nothing could come of such a meeting.” 

Undaunted, Hatfield went ahead and held his own man-to-man conferences. 
Last week he worked around to the other half of the Morseberger senatorial 
team. Morse’s onetime protege and latter-day whipping boy, Senator Richard 
Neuberger. Together Neuberger and Hatfield sat down for tea and a chat 
that left Wayne Morse frothing with anger. 

The 40-minute conversation between Hatfield and Neuberger was polite and 
pleasant. While Maurine Neuberger and pert mother-to-be Antoinette Hatfield 
discussed draperies, Hatfield and Neuberger retired to the study of the Senator’s 
rambling, green Portland home, spread papers on a coffee table, reached agree- 
ment on an all-for-Oregon, nine-point agenda, e.g., 1-cent increase in the State 
gasoline tax to assure Federal highway funds, a development corporation for 
the Columbia River. 

Oregonians agreed that the session was one more sign of Dick Neuberger’s 
growing stature. Commented the Bend Bulletin: “Neuberger has become a 
good U.S. Senator from Oregon. * * * Morse, on the other hand, has shown he 
still prefers to go the same old way, changing sides, grabbing headlines, but 
doing darned little effective work on major problems of Oregon.” 
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Possible long-range effect: As the hottest young Republican in the West, 
Governor Hatfield is almost certain to try eventually for a U.S. Senate seat. 
He might well decide to serve out his 4-year term in the statehouse, try for 
the Senate in 1962 against Morse, rather than in 1960 against friend Neuberger. 


- STATEMENT OF GEORGE DIEHL, PRESIDENT, MONTANA STATE 
FARM BUREAU, BOZEMAN, MONT. 





Mr. Drent. Senator Neuberger 

Senator Neupercer. Yes, Mr. Diehl. 

Mr. Drent. It is a pleasure to have an opportunity to meet here in 
behalf of the Montana Farm Bureau. 

Senator Neusercer. Glad to have you. 

Mr. Dieut. The Farm Bureau at the State convention discussed 
and thought about this and talked about this at long length, and 
they came up with a resolution which is quite long. I was asked 
to present a short statement, which I have: 


Under date of May 15, 1958, at the time that the initial hearings were 
being conducted, I wrote to you expressing our opposition to Senate bill 3114 
to establish a Columbia River Development Corporation. In view of the addi- 
tional hearings that are now being conducted, I have been authorized and 
directed by the Montana State Farm Bureau to again state our opposition 
to this type of legislation. Our views are founded upon the importance of 
water, and water rights to Montana’s economy and particularly to Montana’s 
irrigation farmers. Montana is predominately an agriculture economy and 
the powers which the Corporation would have to prohibit, the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of any water-control structure, would be detri- 
mental to our economy, and would place reclamation development at the mercy 
of a politically controlled Federal authority. 

A Federal Corporation always means centralized control and since Montana 
farmers and citizens would have no voice in the selection of the Corporation 
directors or managers, it is evident that the interest of this State could be ignored 
as the Corporation pursues its principal objective of developing power-producing 
facilities. 

In addition, we wish to reiterate our previous opposition to any legislation 
creating valley authorities that would promote public power and socialized con- 
trol of activities endangering the principal of State rights and the private- 
enterprise system. 

I have three copies. 

Senator Neveereer. Thank you, Mr. Diehl. Are you aware that 
the bill would provide that at least one member of the Board of Direc- 
tors of the regional Corporation would have to be from the State of 
Montana? 

Mr. Dien. Well, I understood that; I read quite a bit in that testi- 
mony that is in there under the bill; however, the State of Montana 
people would not have a direct say of who would be the man; in other 
words, they would not have an opportunity to vote to elect the man to 
this position. 

Senator Neusercer. Do the people of Montana now have an oppor- 
tunity to participate in the selection of a Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion or the head of the Corps of Engineers or the Administrator of the 
Bonneville Power Administration or any other Federal agency dealing 
with Montana? 

Mr. Dieu. I don’t believe they have at the present time. 

Senator Nevpercer. [ think that’s right. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Diehl. 
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The next witness. There are 5 more minutes for the opponents of 
the legislation. 
This is Mr. Ed Renne, likewise of the Montana Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF ED RENNE, MONTANA FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Renne. Take me about 5 minutes, Senator, so it is just about 

right. 
enator Neupercer. Please go ahead. 

Mr. Renne. Senator Neuberger, members of the committee, we are 
happy to appear before your committee today in regard to S. 3114, a 
bill introduced in the last session of Congress to create the Columbia 
River Development Corporation. 

We represent the farm and ranch families who belong to the Mon- 
tana Farm Bureau Federation, organized and active across the State 
of Montana, who have asked us to appear today before your committee 
to express their desire to see the Government of the United States 
remain in the hands of the elected members to our State legislatures 
and to the Congress of the United States. 

We would like to state our opposition to the establishment of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation as proposed in §,. 3114, 
amending the Bonneville Project Act by creating a Corporation to be 
responsible for the marketing of all Federal power in the Pacific 
Northwest area. Members of the Montana Farm Bureau have stated 
their belief that a minimum of Government control of any projects is 
for the long-term gain and benefit of the people of the United States 
of America. 

At the 1958 annual meeting of the voting delegates of the Montana 
Farm Bureau Federation the following policy was adopted by unani- 
mous vote to guide the Farm Bureau organization and its officers 
and directors during the coming years. The policy reads as follows: 

Whereas there was introduced in the 85th Congress a bill, S. 3114, to establish 
a Columbia River Development Corporation; and 

Whereas said Corporation would be similar to a valley authority and would 
be supervised by five directors and a manager, none of whom need be from 
Montana; and, 

Whereas the Corporation would have broad powers over the construction, 
operation and development of water resource projects on the Columbia River 
and its tributaries, including those in Montana; and, 

Whereas the main objective of the Corporation would be to construct, de- 
velop Federal power projects; and 

Whereas the Corporation as another tax-free Federal power agency, would 
be financed directly by Federal funds or by the proceeds of revenue bonds to be 
purchased by the Secretary of the Treasury and would thus add to the tax- 
payers’ burden: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montana Farm Bureau is opposed to legislation to create 
a Columbia Valley Development Corporation and is opposed to any politically 
controlled regional agency that would promote socialized control of water re- 
sources detrimental to Montana’s water laws and the water rights which are 
protected by those laws; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the Montana Farm Bureau authorizes its president and other 
officers to appear at the public hearing to be held in Kalispell, Mont., December 
11, 1958, to express our opposition to the proposed legislation. 

As farmers and ranchers and citizens of Montana and the United 
States, we feel that establishment of such a Corporation as proposed 
by this bill or similar bills, would further remove the administration of 


a 
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the Columbia River watershed from the people affected by such 
legislation. 

The authorization proposed by this bill to give the Corporation 
authority to “acquire, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such 
hydroelectric projects of others for power-producing facilities as may 
now or hereafter be authorized by the Congress”, appear as a blank 
check to give the Corporation complete control over private enter- 
prise in the power development field in the Northwest. The authority 
to allocate the costs of operation of the Bonneville Project Act to items 
such as power, reclamation, water supply, flood control, watershed 
management, and other purposes, would allow the Corporation di- 
rectors to hide a great number of the costs of such operation in non- 
revenue producing items, such as fish and wildlife, recreation, et cetera. 

Such authority extends beyond the individual and States rights 
of the area involved in the Columbia River development proposal, 
and such authority as authorized by this section would create a situ- 
ation that is very conducive to the establishment of a socialistic 
program in America. 

In summary, we would like to again state our opposition to a 
proposal such as is included in the bill submitted to Congress, because 
of the definite limitation such legislation would impose upon our 
free enterprise system in the United States. 

We recognize the need for a comprehensive development program 
on the Columbia River watershed, but we believe this can be carried 
out without expanding or changing the operation of the Bonneville 
project. We feel that private enterprise, the various private electric 
companies affected, the Federal and State Government agencies that 
are affected, and interested citizens, can do a much better job in devel- 
oping such a comprehensive program than legislation proposed in 

. 3114, and giving this power to dictate our lives and our future in 
the hands of a Corporation of a five-member Board of Directors and 
an employee appointed by that Board. 

We appreciate the opportunity you have given us to appear before 
your committee to present the policies of the farmers and ranchers 
throughout Montana who belong to the Montana Farm Bureau. 
Thank you. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Renne. 

The proponents of the legislation now have one-half hour. Who 
will be the first witness in behalf of the proponents ? 

I do think that it is going to be well for you to be ready, because 
if you are not ready it just comes out of your time, 

I understand that Mr. Herb Wheat is the first witness for the 
proponents. 

But I do think you ought to coordinate among yourselves, because 
it is to your own advantage to make effective use of your time. 


Mr. Wheat. 


STATEMENT OF HERB WHEAT, MONTANA STATE ASSOCIATION OF 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES 


Mr. Wueat. Senator Neuberger, first of all, I would like to take 
this opportunity on behalf of the Montana State Association of Rural 
Electric Cooperatives to express their appreciation to the Committee 
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on Public Works, U.S. Senate, for the opportunity to appear here 
today to testify in support of a Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. 

The Montana State Association of Rural Electric Cooperatives is 
a voluntary organization of Rural Electrification Administration 
borrowers throughout the State of Montana. Of the 27 cooperatives 
within the State, 25 belong to this statewide organization; and, as 
president, I have been elected to present their thoughts before this 
committee today. 

Altogether, in the State of Montana, ap roximately 40,000 electric 
power consumers living in sparsely sett od rural areas receive their 
power over lines owned and operated by these local cooperatives utili- 
ties. Although the National Goverument retains a mortgage on these 
facilities, they are strictly under the control of the people that they 
serve through boards of directors or trustees elected in each instance 
by the people who receive the power. They, therefore, are operated 
under more precise local control and with less out-of-State influence 
than perhaps any other type of utility. 

The members of the association are deeply concerned about the 
economical development of industry and agriculture within the State 
of Montana, which rely so heavily upon the availability of low-cost 
electrical power. We know what the benefits of local control to an 
area can mean, because we have practiced it for the last 20 years. It is 
undoubtedly the fundamental reason why the group as a whole is in 
favor of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

In eastern Montana the REA borrowers rely on power generated at 
Fort Peck Dam. Although there is ample power generated at this 
dam to take care of their future power requirements they were notified 
in 1956 that they should look elsewhere for their energy. During this 
same period the Bureau of Reclamation was entering into contracts 
with various distributing organizations as far away as Minnesota, 
Nebraska and Iowa for the sale of this power. 

These States have a strong influence on the people in Washington. 
D.C., who make the top-level decisions not only for the Bureau o 
Reclamation, but for the Bonneville Power Administration. Conse- 
quently, the association has gone on record not only as being in 
favor of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, but they 
have also asked that consideration be given to the possibility of having 
this Corporation taking over the marketing and sale of federally 
generated power in the whole State of Montana, and not just the 
Columbia River drainage area. 

The State association firmly believes that Montana water should be 
preserved to the fullest extent for Montana people. The power 
generated within the State should be reserved for industry and agri- 
culture development of the State insofar as practical, and consistent 
with the comprehensive development of all the resources of the drain- 
age areas involved. The best way to retain power in Montana is to 
develop and encourage agriculture and industry to use it. We believe 
that this Corporation bill is a step in the right direction. 

The resolution passed by the State association at its annual meet- 
ing in Missoula on November 12, 1958, reads as follows: 

We endorse in principle the Columbia River Development Corporation bill as a 


means of improving the financing and administration of hydroelectric power 
development in the Columbia River Basin. 


27 
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In order to facilitate the agricultural and industrial development of Montana 
as part of the national economy, we endorse the comprehensive development of 
water resources and we support dams which meet this test. We support full 
Federal development of the Yellowtail Dam, Paradise Dam, Glacier View Dam 
and Libby Dam, and expedited studies for the Absoroka and Yankee Jim Dams 
and the building of transmission and substation facilities to interconnect the 
Federal dams and to deliver power to our load centers at such voltages as can 
be used by our systems. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Wheat, I would like to say to you and 
other witnesses that when you have resolutions, they will appear in 
the record without reading. We followed that practice at other places 
where we have had hearings and it saves a great deal of time. Why 
don’t we say it will appear in the hearing record automatically and we 
will skip the reading of it ? 

Mr. Wueat. The main purpose of the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill is to improve the financing and administration 
of the Columbia River power system. This has to do with the market- 
ing and sale of only power. We fail to see where the proposed Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation would have any authority 
to control water resources, or interfere with the normal jurisdiction 
of State fish and game authorities. In fact, it is the first piece of 
Federal legislation, except for some special provisions which have 
been written into the Hungry Horse Act, which specifically says that 
State rights will be protected. We wish to assure this group that we 
would not be in favor of this bill if we did not feel that it provides 
the safeguards which we, as citizens of the State of Montana, need, 
at least to a much better degree than we have at the present time. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Wheat. 

The next witness for the proponents is Mr. Paul Harlow. 

While Mr. Harlow is coming up, I want to make this announce- 
ment: Mr. Rawson, the principal of the school, would appreciate 
there be no smoking in the auditorium. Smoking will be permitted 
in the lobby and the back of the auditorium, but there will be no 
smoking in the hall. Weare guests here of the Flathead County High 
School and, therefore, we will be compelled to do that. Anybody 
who wishes to smoke, please withdraw to the lobby outside the 
auditorium. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Harlow. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL K. HARLOW, PRESIDENT, COMMITTEE FOR 
PARADISE DAM 


Mr. Hariow. Senator Neuberger, I want to thank you for this 
opportunity to appear here. 

I am Paul Harlow, a dairy farmer living near Thompson Falls. I 
am chairman of the Committee for Paradise Dam. What I have to 
say here, part of it will be extemporaneous and part of it written 
statements to substantiate what I have to say. 

The Committee for Paradise Dam, as you know, is a committee 
composed of approximately 900 people developing and supporting the 
idea of a federally constructed dam at Paradise which will fit in with 
the Corporation bill. The committee itself has gone on record favor- 
ing, in principle, the Corporation bill. 
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Now, there have been many statements made here this morning 
already in regard to what the people in Montana want and how they 
think. We had remarks from the Governor stating that we had 
interagencies, compact commissions, which were supported by the 

ple. I wish to make here merely a brief analysis of what happened 
in this last election on November 4. 

In these eight western counties in Montana, the Paradise Dam issue, 
or Federal construction of dams, which of course is related to the 
Corporation bill, was one of the principal election issues. I have a 
complete analysis of it here which I wish to submit without reading, 
but I wish merely to analyze briefly the results of this election. 

Of 14 candidates running for the legislature in these 8 counties, 7 
of them appeared in the corps’ hearing Missoula, in person or by 
testimony, opposing Paradise Dam and Federal construction and 
development of the Columbia River ; 7 of them appeared in favor of it. 
Out of the seven of them opposing the Corporation bill or the prin- 
ciples of the Corporation bill, only two were elected by the people. 
Of the seven favoring the Corporation bill and the development of the 
Columbia River by the Federal Government, all seven were elected. 

I think when you get the people in the quiet, secret sanctuary of the 
voting booth, they have expressed themselves very clearly on how 
they think and want to act in regard to the Corporation bill. 

I wish at this time to put in this complete analysis of the election 
returns from the eight western counties, following a description of 
the benefits which Paradise Dam could bring to Montana. 

Mr. Sntev. They will be accepted for the record. 

(The analysis follows :) 

COMMITTEE For PARADISE, 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY, 


Charlo, Mont. 
MaJor BENEFITS OF PARADISE DAM 


1. We believe Paradise Dam is consistent with and meets the requirement 
of overall, comprehensive, unified and integrated development of the water 
resources of the Clark Fork and the Columbia River of which it is a part. 

_2. As a multiple-purpose dam it makes full and balanced use of these water 
resources, 

3. Thus Paradise Dam meets the highest test of conservation—the wise use 
of natural resources for the greatest good of the largest number of people for 
the longest time. 

4. As a major flood-control project, Paradise Dam with its 4,080,000 acre-feet 
usable storage capacity will do much to prevent the tragic devastation and the 
threat of devastation caused by floods along the length of the Columbia River. 

5. By removing the threat of flooding and through irrigation development, 
Paradise Dam will provide increased agricultural acreage to supply the ex- 
panding population whose needs will be critical by the time the dam can be 
built. 

6. Paradise Dam’s contribution to the steady flow of the Columbia River 
will stabilize river levels which are essential to river boat and barge traffic 
thus improving the navigation use of the river as an artery of commerce. 

7. The lake impounded by Paradise Dam will be a welcome addition to our 
scenic and recreational riches for use by the people of the region and the entire 
United States. Surveys show that the public in search for enjoyment and 
spiritual values have made natural and artificial lakes a major factor in Ameri- 
ean living. 

8. Studies by responsible Federal agencies show that Paradise Dam by con- 
tributing to the stable flow of water through dams and generators along the 
Columbia River will add over a million kilowatts of firm power which will 
importantly benefit the economy of the entire Northwest and thereby the Nation. 

9. This power, the industrial, agricultural, minerals, timber and other re- 
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sources, development which it will energize—as demonstrated by Bonneville 
and Grand Coulee Dams—will contribute vitally to the emergency requirements 
of national defense. 

10. The authorization and construction of Paradise Dam by settling the 
issue of resource development will set up a sound pattern of planning for 
the establishment of private businesses, public utilities, community services 
and the building of homes with a view to assuring a more stable future. 

11. For Montana the proposed Paradise Dam bill provides that the at-site 
generated power, which is equal to about three times the power output of 
Hungry Horse Dam, will be reserved for use in the Treasure State. 

12. As at Hungry Horse Dam the availability of this huge block of low- 
cost power will both attract new and diversified industry, which will provide 
steady employment and contribute to the improvement and stability of industry 
that exists in Montana now. The need for this type of development is especially 
important in Montana which right now is suffering a depression—with mines 
closing down, sawmills operating on a part-time basis and many others who 
struggle along in seasonal jobs. 

13. The Paradise Dam bill also directs the construction of transmission lines 
in Montana by the Bonneville Power Administration which will insure the 
carrying out of the yardstick principles of the Bonneville Act to encourage the 
widespread use of electricity at the lowest possible cost. 

14. The Paradise project will provide an invaluable aid in the added worth 
and intensive development and use of natural resources of western Montana— 
including western Montana phosphates, forest products, and others. The reli- 
able large-volume, low-cost power output of Paradise, supported by the Federal 
system, is a most important factor in the unlocking of natural resources. 

15. The Paradise project, and the larger comprehensive plan will result in 
improved water supplies for general purposes—industrial, agricultural, do- 
mestic, municipal—to meet one of the Nations fast growing needs. Water 
supplies—in large quantity, high-quality, favorable temperature—represent one 
of the crucial needs of industry; especially chemical and metallurgical types. 
Increasing the availability of such industrial water supplies will be an attraction 
for industry. 

16. Low-cost power from Paradise Dam will be a boon to Montana farmers 
and ranchers—by providing financial assistance for the further development of 
irrigation in the Clark Fork Basin, by providing a reservoir which together 
with the low-cost electricity will extend the economical reach of sprinkler-type 
irrigation. This makes possible a steadier more diversified and more profit- 
able type of agriculture. 

17. The construction of Paradise Dam involves relocating, shortening and 
otherwise improving roads and railroads in the impoundment area, the over- 
all results of which will be an improvement in the entire transportation facili- 
ties of the area. 

18. Paradise Reservoir will serve as a low cost inland waterway for the 
collection, barging and pondage of logs, for commercial excursion and freight 
boats and for all types of pleasure craft. 

19. As a result of building Paradise Dam, western Montana will profit from 
an increasing share of the rapidly growing tourist and recreation industry. 
Recently pleasure boating alone has become a billion-dollar-per-year business 
in our Nation. 

20. The Paradise Reservoir and area can be developed as a superb habitat 
for fish, waterfowl and wildlife. Already goose-nesting islands have been pro- 
posed to improve the conditions for migratory waterfowl. Good planning and 
management on the large body of water formed should insure large popula- 
oe of desirable resident species in a fishery with both sports and commercial 

nefits. 

21. As a result of Paradise Dam there will be a general-nonmonetary enrich- 
ment of the life of the area through recreation, swimming, fishing, boating, 
water skiing, picnicking, and camping on the public sites along the lake shore. 

22. Community life will improve, too—the increase in the tax base which 
comes with increased population and industry makes possible better streets, 
schools, and other community facilities. 

23. Opportunity is opened for development of planned, modern communities, 
with efficient and attractive areas for business, commerce, residence, education 
and recreation, including planned, organized industrial districts with efficient 
and economical location, energy services, utilities, and transportation. 


ee i ae 
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24. The Paradise bill provides that just compensation be paid for any Indian 
lands and rights. However, the greater benefits of the project will be in the 
construction employment and then the industrial, agricultural, and recreation 
business employment resulting from completion of the dam. 

25. The building of Paradise Dam will reduce the pressure for the construc- 
tion of such conservation sensitive dams as Glacier View, Spruce Park, and 
Nine Mile Prairie. 

26. In recent months dozens of people have participated in drafting the 
Paradise Dam bill. Thus many people have had a voice in determining that 
the bill reflects the hopes and aspirations of the responsible leaders and citizens 
of western Montana. This bill itself is legislative pioneering. 

27. The Paradise Dam bill provides for a more formal and continuing partici- 
pation and voice by Montana people in the unprecedented Paradise Project Area 
Development Board to insure the most advantageous and desirable transition 
during the construction period. 

28. In conclusion and without listing the innumerable additional minor benefits, 
both direct and indirect, we respectfully submit that on balance the Paradise 
Dam will in the highest sense advance the general public welfare, will advance 
the economic prosperity and improve the standard of living. 





THoMpson FALys, Mont., November 18, 1958. 
Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR MANSFIELD: Statements have been made repeatedly by Sena- 
tors, Congressmen, personnel of the Corps of Engineers that they would favor 
Paradise Dam and that it would be built if the people in the area were in favor 
of it. I believe the people have spoken clearly and emphatically for Paradise 
Dam in the election on November 4. 

When the: people who would be directly affected by the building of Paradise 
Dam got the chance to express their personal views in the secret sanctuary of 
the voting booth they voted for Paradise Dam. The results in the eight counties 
of northwest Montana which make a solid block surrounding Paradise show 
the strength of support for the project. 

Lincoln County: Senator H. H. Anderson who sent a letter favoring Paradise 
to the Army hearing defeated former Senator Winton Weydemayer, master of 
the State Grange, who appeared at the hearing against Paradise. Arthur Shel- 
don, a supporter of Paradise defeated Ann Brockway. 

Flathead County: George Siderius, a strong supporter of Paradise, a former 
representative running for the senate, defeated James Murphy, one of Governor 
Aronson’s appointees on the Columbia Interstate Compact Commission, who tes- 
tified against Paradise. Three Democrats, McGarvey, Sheldon, and Tonner, 
and one Republican, Broeder, were elected to the house. Tonner says all four 
are “public power men.” 

Mineral County: In the senate race Mr. LaCombe had no opposition. In the 
house, Arthur Jensen, a director and strong supporter of Paradise, defeated 
Annie Faulk who took no stand. 

Missoula: Donovan Worden, a longtime senator, onetime floor leader, op- 
posed to Paradise, was defeated by Edward Dussault, a proponent of Paradise 
who joined the committee in 1957. In the house, of the five elected, the two strong 
supporters of Paradise topped the ticket, followed by three who took no stand. 

Granite County: In the senate race Cummings, a supporter of Paradise easily 
defeated Murphy who opposed it. In the house, Mrs. Dolly Page, a supporter 
of Paradise, defeated Enman, an anti-Paradise candidate. 

Ravalli County: Joe Strnisha, a strong supporter of Paradise, who testified 
for the project at the hearing, lead the ticket by 482 votes over his rival, Mr. 
Nichols, one of the two candidates in the whole area who appeared against 
Paradise who was elected to either house or senate. Neither senate candidate 
expressed an opinion in public on Paradise. 

Lake County: Lake County has been a strong Republican county, dominated 
by three Republican weekly papers strongly opposing Paradise in their editorials 
and news columns. Steve Demers, a subordinate official of Montana Power Co., 
campaigned extensively for the anti-Paradise candidates. No senate race. In 
the house, of the four candidates running, two to be elected, three expressed 
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strong opposition to Paradise. The fourth, Charles Harball, a young farmer, a 
worker for Paradise, a director of the committee, topped the list. Ray Loman, 
a newspaper editor, president of U.C.D.C. and the most active worker against 
Paradise in the whole area, ran second. Clarence Bick, representative for two 
sessions, a Democrat working against Paradise, received fewest votes of the four. 

In Sanders County, which will be most dislocated and disrupted by Paradise, 
the Paradise ticket made a clean sweep. The senate race: Mahoney versus 
Larson, both strong men. Mahoney was speaker of the house in 1957. Larson 
had been majority floor leader in the senate. He was an appointee of Governor 
Aronson on the Columbia Interstate Compact Commission. He has been a 
member continuously since its inception. The Governor came to Sanders County 
twice to campaign for Larson. Harold Dean, of the Butte law firm of Corette, 
Smith & Dean, legal counsel for Montana Power Co., was also campaigning in 
Sanders County for Larson. Unlimited funds were available for Larson’s 
campaign. Larson strongly opposed Paradise, sent a letter in opposition to the 
Army hearing. 

Mahoney campaigned strongly for Paradise, appeared for Paradise at the 
Missoula hearing. Mahoney won over Larson by a good majority. 

In the house race, Gill versus Stearns. Both men were newcomers in politics. 
Stearns, strongly against Paradise, appeared in Missoula against the project. 
Gill, who appeared in Missoula for Paradise won easily over Stearns. 

It was the Paradise Dam issue that won the county commissioner race in 
Sanders County. Jack Harwood, a director of the Paradise committee, appeared 
for Paradise in Missoula, ran without support of his wife’s folks, the Diehls, 
owners and operators of a big sawmill in Plains, a well-to-do family opposed to 
Paradise. 

Dale Shook, not publicly committed, supported by all the big money in the 
county, was his opponent. 

The race was neck and neck until the returns came in from Dixon, a town 
which would be completely drowned out by Paradise Dam. Harwood campaigned 
in Dixon in favor of Paradise, and won by two to one. That put him in as 
commissioner. 

All other county candidates in Sanders supporting Paradise Dam won easily. 
Not a single candidate opposing Paradise won in Sanders County. 

A study of the returns shows that in all three towns which will be flooded out, 
Dixon, Perma, and Paradise, Mahoney and Gill were the winners. 

Tabulating the above, we find that seven candidates running in 1958 appeared 
at the Missoula hearing in opposition to Paradise, seven in support. Of the 
seven appearing in person or by letter against it, only two were elected. Of the 
seven appearing for it, all were elected. 

Against: Weydmayer, defeated ; Murphy, defeated ; Larson, defeated; Stearns, 
defeated; Bick, defeated; Loman, elected; Nichols, elected. 

For: Anderson, elected; Tonner, elected; Mahoney, elected; Gill, elected; 
Harball, elected ; Jensen, elected; Strnisha, elected. 

At the national level, where the final decision must be made, Metcalf, who 
had announced he would introduce a bill for Federal multipurpose development of 
the river at Paradise (or Knowles) as soon as the Engineers’ report is made 
public, was elected by a margin of 38,500, the largest plurality ever recorded in 
the First District. The size of this vote is a tribute to one of the most respected 
members of the House who is generally recognized as the outstanding leader in 
the fields of education and resource development. His margin in Lake County 
is nearly double what it was in 1956 when Paradise was not an issue. In Sanders 
County in 1956 he won by not quite two to one. In 1958 when Paradise was the 
hot issue, he won by almost three to one. In Mineral County his majority was 
a little over two to one in 1956: almost four to one this year. 

In his first race for the Senate in 1952, Mansfield carried the State by some- 
thing over 5,000 votes: in 1958 by 119,000. Of course we recognize many national 
and international issues played an important part in this tremendous vote of 
confidence. It constitutes an endorsement of his whole record, a prominent 
aspect of which has been his vigorous and consistent support of natural resource 
development through construction of multipurpose dams. Before the election he 
stated in a speech at Polsen that he was more proud of Hungry Horse Dam than 
of any other legislation he had ever introduced. He said, “Hungry Horse is 
the best thing that ever happened to Montana.” In 1952 he lost Lake County. 
In 1958 with the Paradise issue red hot, he won Lake County by better than 
two to one. 
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Summarizing the foregoing it becomes clear that a large majority of the people 
who will be directly affected by the building of Paradise Dam support the project. 
We respectfully submit this analysis for your information and consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

PAvtL K. HarbLow, 
President, Committee for Paradise Dam. 

Mr. Hartow. Now, there have also been considerable remarks in 
regard to how much we must save Montana water for Montana people. 
I wish to give here just three examples of what has happened and 
how Montana water has been saved for Montana people. 

In the building of Hungry Horse Dam, which was the first big 
Federal project here in Montana, we saved that water for Montana. 
It is kept here in Montana and used as we need it. The electric power 
is reserved here. 

Then, after Hungry Horse, we went back to this dear old private 
enterprise we hear so much about and the Washington Water Power 
Co. asked for permission to build a dam at Cabinet Gorge, which is 
just along the line in Idaho, to back up water into Montana. 

On the statute books in Montana, passed in the legislature of 1921, 
there is a law stating that no water shall be stored in Montana for use 
downstream without an act of the legislature. 

In 1951, we created rather a record in the Republican-controlled 
legislature in Montana. A bill was introduced, passed both houses, 
and signed by the Governor, giving the Washington Water Power 
Co. permission to build a dam in Idaho, store water in Montana, and 
not one iota of electricity or one cent of compensation for Montana. 
We were looking out for the rights of Montana in that legislature. 

About 4 years after that, the Washington Water Power Co. came 
back to Montana. We were a nice State to pluck, we had lots of 
natural resources, and, boy, we were sure ripe for plucking. Montana 
had nothing to say about this, either, not a thing. The Washington 
Water Power Co. went to the Federal Power Chuan fasken back in 
Washington, in which Montana has no representative, has no say 
as to who is on that commission, and got permission to build Noxon 
Rapids Dam. We couldn’t say yes or no- They built the dam, are 
going to produce 400,000 kilowatts of electricity, and take every single 
kilowatt of that out of Montana, take it down to develop Idaho and 
Viseonneton, those downstream States that we seem to worry so much 
about. 

We would like to have those States developed, but I sometimes 
wonder if the people of Montana realize, if the Governor of Montana 
realizes, how much we have lost in allowing those two dams to be 
built on the Clark Fork of the Columbia, and all of the power, all of 
the assets, all of the potential, being taken out of Montana. 

Now, are we going to continue to allow Montana to be plucked by 
outside corporations moving in here and taking our natural resources 
and moving them out of the State, or are we going to go along on a 
corporation bill as is mentioned here in which we will have one man, 
we will have some say as to what Montana has. 

During this period of this lucrative plucking by the outside cor- 
porations of Montana, we had members on this Columbia Compact 
Commission, which the Governor is so proud of. Those two men 
living in this western part of the country were very soundly defeated 
in the last election, however. But those two men sat idly by and in 
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fact, I think, encouraged that Montana be plucked by outsiders. That 
is how effective the Columbia Compact Commission is. That is how 
much voice we in Montana have when it is controlled by outside 
interests. 

Under this corporation bill, we will have a man appointed there 
who has some power. We have to submit it to Congress so that we will 
have some voice in Congress. ; 

I merely want to bring out those two instances to show what is 
happening here in Montana, and I am only hoping that the people in 
Montana will continue to stay awake as was evident in this last elec- 
tion and not allow Montana’s natural resources to be taken down the 
river by somebody else. 

We of the Committee for Paradise Dam, as I mentioned, are strongly 
in favor of this, because we feel that it will expedite building of 
Paradise Dam. We know that if Paradise Dam is built by the Federal 
Government, with the reservation of power here in Montana, it will 
be of great benefit for Montana. We also know that if Paradise Dam 
is built, holding back these floodwaters here in Montana, letting them 
down in an orderly way, it will be a great benefit to the State of Oregon, 
the State of Idaho, and the State of Washington, not only in the 
lessening of flood damage in those three States, but also in the increased 
amount of prime hydroelectric power that can be developed by the 
dams which are already in existence on the Columbia River down in 
those States. 

Our only hope, Senator Neuberger, is that this Corporation bill 
will become a law and that we here in Montana will at last have a 
chance to benefit from the benefits that will be allowed to Montana 
under the Corporation bill. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Harlow. 

The next witness will be Mr. Maurice Powers. 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE POWERS, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF 
MINE, MILL & SMELTER WORKERS, BUTTE, MONT. 


Mr. Powers. My name is Maurice Powers. I am a newly elected 
representative of the State legislature from Butte, Mont. I am an 
international representative for the International Union of Mine, Mill 
& Smelter Workers which represents approximately 10,000 workers 
in Montana. These workers are engaged in mining, milling, smelting, 
refining, and fabrication on nonferrous metals, and are members of 
the International Union of Mine, Mill & Smelter Workers. These 
10,000 workers are members of affiliated local unions located in the 
State’s mining and smelting centers: Butte Miners Union No. 1, Great 
Falls Mill and Smeltermen’s Union No. 16, Phillipsburg Mine & 
Mill Workers Union No. 24, East Helena Mill and Smeltermen’s Union 
No. 72, Anaconda Mill & Smeltermen’s Union No. 117, Deer Lodge 
Miners Union No. 834, and Phosphate Mine, Mill & Smelter Workers 
Union No. 904 located at Melrose, Mont. The Mine-Mill Legislative 
Committee, at a meeting in Helena, Mont., on November 29, 1958, ap- 
proved the following resolution favoring endorsement, in seinidiihe, 
of a Columbia River Development Corporation, as proposed in the 
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bill 3114 being considered by Senator Neuberger’s committee, and the 
resolution follows, and I will read the enactment part: 


Therefore be it resolved, That the Montana local unions of the International 
Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers go on record as favoring the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill as revised ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Montana’s congressional 
delegation. 


And before I left Butte, I was presented with these communica- 
tions. This is from the Butte Metal Trades Council, Butte, Mont. 
This is addressed to Hon. Richard Neuberger, Senator from Oregon, 
Kalispell, Mont. : 


Sir: At the last regular meeting of the Butte Metal Trades Council it was 
unanimously agreed that the council, composed of the following unions, go on 
record as being in favor of Senate bill 3114 and urge you to do everything 
possible to secure its passage. 


This is signed by George Blair, the Secretary, and Melvin H. John- 
son, the president. The Butte Metal Trades Council represents the 
following unions: 


Operating Engineers No. 927 
Blacksmith No, 1456 
Boilermakers No. 130 
Teamsters No. 2 
Plumbers No. 316 
Machinists No. 88 
Electricians No. 65 
Sheet Metal No. 103 
Iron Workers No. 107 
sricklayers No. 1 
Painters No. 720 
Carpenters No, 112 


I have also another communication from Butte to the Honorable 
Richard Neuberger, Senator from Oregon, Kalispell, Mont. : 


At the regular meeting of the Silver Bow Trades and Labor Council, December 
9, 1958, it was unanimously agreed that the council, composed of the organiza- 
tions listed below, go on record as being in favor of Senate bill 3114 and ask 
that you do everything possible to secure its passage. 


And this is signed by Jack Nettle, president, and Russell Hicks, 
secretary. 

The Silver Bow Trades and Labor Council represents the follow- 
ing unions: 


Amalgamated Association of Bus Drivers No. 1150 

Amalgamated Association of Bus Drivers 1055 

Amalgamated Association Street of Electric Railway and Motor Coach 
Employees No. 1194 

Bakers and Confectionary Workers No. 93 

Barbers and Beauticians No. 635 

Bartenders No. 55 

Butte Butchers Union No. 333 

Carpenters Union No. 112 

Building Service Employees No. 169 

Electrical Workers 65, IBEW 

Film Exchange Employees No. B75 

Firefighters Union No. 96 

Hotel and Restaurant Employees 

Laundry and Dye Workers Union 

Machinist Union No. 88 

Butte Miners Union No. 1 

Motor Coach Employees No. 381 
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Musicians Union 
Printing and Pressmans Union 
Butte Plumbers Union No. 41 
Butte Typographical Union No. 126 
Theatrical Stage Employees No. 94 
Womans Protective Union 
Butte Clerks Union No. 1 
Butte Teachers Union 
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks 
And these last communications I read represent all of the labor in 
Butte. 
That is all I have. 
Mr. Sneed. Thank you, Mr. Powers. The information you pre- 
sented will be included in the record. 
The next witness, Mr. Noel Gies. 


STATEMENT OF NOEL M. GIES, SECRETARY, KALISPELL BUILDING 
AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 


Mr. Gres. Senator Neuberger and committee, the people I repre- 
sent appreciate the opportunity of having a representative appear 
before your committee. 

My name is Noel M. Gies. I am secretary to the Kalispell Building 
and Construction Trades Council, and also Secretary to the Kalispell 
Central Trades and Labor Council. Both of these councils, on De- 
cember 9, 1958, voted unanimously to endorse the principle of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

These two councils represent approximately 3,000 members of or- 
ganized labor in this immediate area; electricians, ironworkers, engi- 
neers, State employees, drivers, carpenters, clerks, restaurant workers, 
woodworkers, barbers, aluminum workers, city employees, county em- 
ployees, firefighters, machinists, laborers, lathers, busdrivers, musi- 
cians, painters, plasterers, plumbers, sheet metal workers, and printers. 

The economy of the Northwest and the Nation depends upon full 
development of our natural resources in order to provide low-cost 
power and resulting jobs and industrial growth. Northwest labor 
needs low-cost power, large quantities of low-cost power, in order to 
provide this area with industry and jobs with which to earn a living. 
Other proponents will go, or have gone, into detail regarding the 
many advantages of the bill. I, at this time, only wish to state that 
over 3,000 members of organized labor endorse the principle of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

Thank you. 

Senator Nreusercer. The proponents have 5 more minutes in this 
particular sequence. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SHAWL, DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE, 
MONTANA STATE COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS 


Mr. SHawt. Senator Neuberger and members of the committee, my 
name is William Shawl. My address is Post Office Box 307, Libby, 
Mont. I am district representative of the Montana State Council of 
Carpenters. At our recent convention at Missoula on December 6, our 
secretary-treasurer was instructed to appear here to place the Montana 
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State Council of Carpenters on record as a proponent of S. 3114, the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. Our secretary has 
found it impossible to be present, and asked me to present this state- 
ment in behalf of our council. 

We represent 40 locals in the State of Montana, with nearly 10,000 
members. We have been on record as favoring better development 
of the Columbia River for the benefit of all citizens of the State of 
Montana. We favor early construction of Paradise Dam, and we 
view the Columbia River Development Corporation as a step toward 
construction of Paradise and other multipurpose dams on the Colum- 
bia River and its tributaries. 

I reside at Libby, Mont., where the community of Libby is deeply 
interested in the construction of Libby Dam, which would also be 
within the jurisdiction of the Columbia Valley Development Corpora- 
tion. I speak for the labor organizations at Libby and Lincoln 
County, also in support of S. 3114. 

We in Lincoln Conny recently noted that the Kalispell Chamber 
of Commerce opposes the construction of a small dam on the Yaak 
River, which we in Lincoln County favor. We cannot understand 
what concern the construction of this dam would be to the Kalispell 
Chamber of Commerce, and we resent the Kallispell chamber meddling 
in matters of so great a concern to us. We bring this up solely to 
show that the opposition of the Kalispell Chamber of Commerce to 
S. 3114 is probably nothing more than its usual opposition to anything 
constructive, no matter where or what it might be. 

We are advised that the power reservation provisions of section 9 
of S. 3114 are not as favorable to communities near the dam sites as 
corresponding provisions of the Hungry Horse Act and proposed 
Paradise Dam bill. We, therefore, recommend that section 9 be 
clarified to make specific reservations of power at the dam sites. 
Respectfully submitted. 

Mr. Nevupercer. Thank you, Mr. Shawl. 

That just about concludes the time. There are still 2 minutes and 
if anyone can present a statement in 2 minutes for the proponents, fine ; 
otherwise, if you want to hold over. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. WELLER 


Mr. Wetter. My name is Robert C. Weller. My address is Post- 
office Box 201, Kalispell, Mont. I am executive secretary of the 
Montana District Council of Lumber and Sawmill Workers Local 
Unions of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America. Our council represents in excess of 3,000 members of 17 
local unions in the State of Montana, principally in areas of tributaries 
of the Columbia River. 

Our council has long been on record in support of previously pro- 
posed Columbia River Authority legislation, and have contributed our 
time and efforts and finances to committees supporting a Columbia 
Valley Authority. 

A convention of our council at Missoula a few days ago, December 
7 to be exact, authorized and instructed me to appear at this hearing 
on behalf of our council. We have an objection to the language of 
section 9 of S. 3114, particularly the second paragraph. We favor 
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the power reservation provisions of the Hungry Horse Dam bill, and 
the principle of at-site power reservations provided by section 2A 
of the proposed Paradise Dam bill. We hope your committee and the 
Montana congressional delegation will seek to amend section 9 of 
S. 3114 to make more definite and certain at-site power reservations 
to the State of Montana. 

With that exception, we wish to be recorded as proponents of S. 3114. 
Our reasons are economic ones, not political ones. With the dwindling 
of forest resources, particularly in the Flathead Valley area where 
this hearing is being held ; with increasing unemployment of the mem- 
bers and other workers in the area; and with the known acute seasonal 
unemployment that has long plagued the Kalispell area particularly, 
and western Montana generally, it simply becomes necessary for us 
to favor the best means of developing the greatest amount of low-cost 
electrical energy to attract industries not so dependent upon wood 
resources, and not so dependent upon climatic conditions. 

Opponents of 8. 3114 have made not the slightest move of any kind 
to accomplish this purpose since the Hungry Horse Dam was 
constructed. 

A policy of scarcity of power may appeal to the opponents of better 
development of our water resources. It does not appeal to the working 
people who are the victims of the scarcity. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

I would like to explain very briefly about section 9, because I think 
you people are entitled to know the reasons for the additional language 
in there which deals with the preference clause. 

We have written into the committee print a stipulation that no one 
State shall have an unreasonable geographic concentration of the 
power sold by the corporation. It seemed to me that if this were done 
so that no one State could monopolize the power, then there inevitably 
would be a fair distribution among all the four States of the region. 
However, if we start making specific reservations of at-site power 
to each State, inevitably I think every State will lose out except the 
State of Washington, because it so happens that the State of Wash- 
ington has more potential power in it, according to a Federal Power 
Commission survey, on the Columbia River system, than all the other 
three States combined. 

Now, if Montana, Idaho and, let’s say Oregon, began demanding that 
the at-site power be reserved, then the State of Washington has an 
equal right to do so, which would mean that all the power from Grand 
Coulee and Chief Joseph, for example, the two biggest dams in the 
whole system, would be specifically reserved and monopolized in the 
State of Washington. Because if you folks in Montana want to say 
that “we think that at-site power in Montana should be reserved ex- 
clusively for Montana” you can’t deny a similar claim to the people 
in the State of Washington. 

Mr. Wetter. That’s right. 

Senator Neusercer. Where most of the power happens to exist just 
because of the sheer fact of geography which was created by the 
Almighty and over which no person has any control, and I would like 
to see a fair distribution of power through all the four States so that 
some of us in the other States could share in the vast amounts of power 
that the State of Washington has and, therefore, I felt if we kept 
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any one State from monopolizing the power, that the other three 
States would fare better, but if you in Montana keep insisting that 
you get all the at-site power in Montana and that is written into the 
legislation, then the folks in the State of Washington are going to say, 
“We want such provision, too,” and that would deny to all of the 
other States in the region the right to share in the finest power sites 
and in the most binant power sites. 

I just wanted to warn you about that, what it could lead to. 

Mr. Wetter. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. ‘Thank you very much. 

That concludes this particular sequence for the proponents of the 
legislation. The opponents now have a further opportunity to voice 
their views, and I understand the next witness is Mr. Sam B. Chase, 
of the Montana Power Co. 

Mr. Chase. 


STATEMENT OF SAM B. CHASE, VICE PRESIDENT, THE MONTANA 
POWER CO. 


Mr. Cuase. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Sam B, Chase. 
I am a vice president of and « ounsel for the Montana Power Co. 

I have prepared a statement and have furnished copies, but I do 
not expect to use all of it because of limitations of time and expect to 
depart from it. 

We do join in expressing appreciation to the chairman and the 
committee for having the meeting here. I think that except for the 
extremely rigorous weather conditions, the gathering would be even 
larger, attesting the great interest of the community, and I assure you 
that those that have come from any distance are somewhat hardy, be- 
cause the road conditions are hazardous, to put it mildly. 

The Montana Power Co. is the principal supplier of electricity in 
this area, and in this area it owns and operates the Kerr plant with 
168,000 kilowatts, and the Thompson Falls plant with 30,000 kilowatts. 
Both plants are licensed by the Federal Power Commission and we are 
now proceeding with a program looking to the redevelopment of 
Thompson Falls at an estimated cost for redevelopment of almost $9 
million. 

We completed a plant known as Cochrane near Great Falls this 
year, and with that plant the company has a system capability of 
670,000 kilowatts, of which 75,000 kilowatts is purchased power and 
the "rest is company generation. The company’s record peak to date 
is 539,000 kilowatts. 

Montana is, and, of course, now continues to be with Cochrane, a 
surplus-power State. The Montana Power Co. has been an active 
member of the Northwest Power Pool, and over the years has fur- 
nished large amounts of power to the members of the pool. 

The power company has always been dedicated to these propositions : 

First, any power it develops or obtains must be used first to furnish 
the requirements of Montana, its people, and its industries. 

Second, it is the responsibility of Montana Power Co. to have power 
to meet these requirements, and to that end we are now actively en- 
gaged in planning for additional new generating facilities over and 
above those proposed at Thompson Falls. 
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And, third, we consider it our obligation to support what is good 
for the people of Montana, and to oppose what is bad for him. It is 
our conviction that the committee print of November 21, 1958, is bad 
for Montana people, and we, therefore, oppose it. 

Generally caaalite, we consider the bill undesirable because it will 
create another Federal agency which could add nothing to the re- 
source development program of the Pacific Northwest. It would 
remove from the Congress control over the financing of projects in 
the region, and it would create additional burdens on the taxpayers 
by promoting subsidized Federal power and hampering the growth 
of taxpaying electric utilities in the four States. This proposed 
agency would have the authority to disrupt a system which is work- 
ing harmoniously and satisfactorily and would be clothed with far- 
reaching powers that could be exercised without any recourse on the 
part of the citizens of the region. 

The bill is long and complicated. I do not intend to flyspeck it at 
all, Mr. Chairman. It is my purpose to deal with some of the broader 
aspects. 

t seems to us that it is obvious that only proponents of Government 
pears can support this measure. In short, it permits the acquisition 
y the Corporation, including acquisition by condemnation, of electric 
utility facilities in the Pacific Northwest; in short, socialization of 
the electric utility industry in this area. 

It seems equally obvious that the fact that Montanans who do 
advocate Government ownership and operation should oppose this bill 
because of its adverse effect on Montana. 

There never has been a time when industry in Montana has been 
unable to secure an adequate supply of power, or when new industry 
was prevented from locating in Montana Power’s service area because 

wer would not be available for it. There never has been a brownout 
in Montana Power’s area. Power needed for Montana industry has 
never been cut off to supply power to industry elsewhere. In fact, 
we have insisted that we cannot be compelled to do just that. 

If the purpose is achieved, that entire situation is subject to change. 
Under section 4(a) of the committee print, the Corporation can 
condemn our properties west of the Continental Divide. There is 
what I call weasel-wording in that section, Mr. Chairman. It does 
not mention dams and reservoirs. It covers real and personal property, 
including lands, franchises, electric transmission lines, substations 
and facilities, “and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto.” 
As an attorney, I would hate to have to rely on oy arguinent that 
dams and reservoirs are not included. But that is beside the point. 
What kind of a utility system would remain—how could a utility 
business be operated—without lands, real and personal property, 
transmission lines, substations, and facilities and structures appurte- 
nant thereto ? 

Under the second paragraph of section 4(a), the Corporation is 
authorized, not required, to distribute subsequently available new 
supplies of power to make sure that there is no unreasonable geo- 
graphic concentration of power. This is a matter for determination 
by the Corporation, and its decisions are not subject to review. 

Dealing with that language, is utility property acquired by con- 
demnation a “new supply of power” language ? ; 
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In that connection, I think we are all aware of the fact that steam 
generation of one type or another is assuming a continually increas- 
ingly important place in hydroelectric development or in electric 
development in the Northwest. 

Where does that leave us in Montana? If Montana Power’s prop- 
erties are condemned, we know this much: 

1. The Corporation can use Montana-generated power anywhere 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

2. Industries desiring to locate in this area of Montana could do 
so only by dealing with the Corporation. 

3. Lake County would lose over $380,000 a year in taxes now paid 
by Montana Power. 

4. Sanders County would lose over $120,000 a year in taxes now 
paid by Montana Power. 

5. No taxes would be paid by the Corporation on these properties. 

6. Montana Power would have no way to furnish power in the area. 

On the other hand, if our properties were not condemned, what is 
the situation ? 

In any transaction involving Montana, who would sit on the opposite 
side of the table? Presumably the General Manager, in whom the 
executive management of the Corporation is vested by section 3(b). 
To whom would he be responsible? All that the bill says is that the 
Board of Directors shall advise and assist him (sec. 3(a)). Who 
can remove him? How long does he serve? The bill is silent on these 
matters. 

If it should be assumed that the Board of Directors can “direct” 
him, instead of merely “advising and assisting him”, what representa- 
tion does Montana have on the Board? We are assured of only one 
Director out of five. 

Congress has no control over the actions of the Board and the Gen- 
eral Manager. None. It doesn’t control the purse strings, it has no 
authority under the bill to direct that any thermal or atomic plant be 
built, or that it not be built; it has no authority over him once the 
Senate has approved his appointment. The same is true of the mem- 
bers of the Board of Directors. 

Obviously, one of the four States will have two Directors. Ifa full 
Board is present, one additional vote would be all that is required to 
constitute a majority. If only four Directors were present, two could 
block any proposal. 

And here I am assuming that a majority would be necessary on any 
proposal. If a bare quorum of three were present, two could carry 
any measure. 

This, it seems to me, is the factor which requires Montanans to 
oppose this measure, unless they prefer Federal control to preservation 
of Montana’s sovereignty, its right to control its waters and its destiny. 

The objections to the proposed Corporation are clearly exemplified 
by section 14, which permits the four States to enter into a compact. 
In compact negotiations under present circumstances, Montana’s con- 
sent is necessary, not only the approval of its commissioners, but also 
the approval of its legislature. 

This is the situation now. Montana can assert and protect its rights. 
If this bill is passed, any State, by withholding consent to a compact, 
can subject water resources of the other States to control by a General 
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Manager and a Board in no way subject to the sovereign powers in any 
State. 

The Montana Power Co. opposes this bill because it is convinced 
that it is bad for Montana. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Chase, thank you very much. 

You are aware I think, that section 4(a), which you are so critical 
of, is virtually taken word for word from the present Bonneville Act? 

Mr. Cuase. Well, if the result is the same, Senator, I don’t particu- 
larly care what it is taken from. If it is bad for Montana, I think we 
should oppose it. 

Senator Neunercer. I am just saying to you, though, that this is in 
existing legislation. Are you aware of that? 

Mr. Cuase. No, I don’t think so. 

Senator Nevusercer. Well, it is virtually word for word in the 
Bonneville Act. 

Mr. Cuase. But, again, I don’t think that is any justification for 
expanding it. 

Senator Neusercer. I also want to assure you that there is absolutely 
no intention in this bill to permit the Corporation to construct on its 
own any hydroelectric power-generating facilities or to condemn any 
generating facilities, and I want to assure you, too, that the final 
version of the act will make it very clear that such authority is not 

anted to the Corporation, if there is any ambiguity in the present 

ill. 

Mr. Cuase. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Is it appropriate to inquire whether it would continue to cover 
transmission lines? 

Senator Neusrrcer. I just don’t know. We haven’t worked 
that out yet finally. 

Mr. Cuase. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. And the purpose of this hearing is to get infor- 
mation and opinions and ideas, but I want to assure you there is no 
intent to authorize the Corporation to construct hydroelectric projects 
on its own, but merely to furnish the financing for authorized projects 
to be undertaken by the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, as the case may be. 

Mr. Cuase. And I would like to assure you, Mr. Chairman, that 
when the revision is made, we will be glad to reconsider our objections 
and see if they still exist on that basis. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chase. 

The next witness for the opponents, please. 

H. H. Koessler. 


STATEMENT OF HORACE H. KOESSLER, VICE CHAIRMAN, MONTANA 
FOREST PRACTICES COMMITTEE, WESTERN PINE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Korsster. My name is H. H. Koessler, and I represent the 
Forest Practices Committee of the Western Pine Association, for the 
State of Montana. 

The following manufacturing firms are members of the Western 
Pine Association in Montana: 

Senator Nevsercer. Why don’t we just have the list? 

Mr. Koesster. I will not read them. 
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Senator Neusercer. The list will appear in the hearing record in 
full, Mr. Koessler. 

(The following are the above-mentioned firms :) 

The Anaconda Co., Lumber Department, Bonner, Mont. 
Cc. G. Bennett Lumber Co., St. Regis, Mont. 
Bitterfoot Timber Ind., Inc., Darby, Mont. 

Broader Bros. Lumber Co., Kalispell, Mont. 
Burkland Lumber Co., Livingston, Mont. 

Diehl Lumber Co., Plains, Mont. 

Downer Lumber Co., Livingston, Mont. 

Flodin Lumber Co., Thompson Falls, Mont. 

Foleys Mill & Cabinet Works, Kalispell, Mont. 
Forest Products Co., Kalispell, Mont. 
Intermountain Lumber Co., Missoula and Darby, Mont. 
Kalispell Lumber Co., Kalispell, Mont. 

Martin City Lumber Co., Inc., Coram, Mont. 
Missoula White Pine Sash Co., Missoula, Mont. 
Mount Lolo Lumber Co., Missoula, Mont. 

J. Neils Lumber Co., Libby and Troy, Mont. 

Plum Creek Lumber Co., Columbia Falls, Mont. 
Rother Lumber Co., Missoula, Mont. 

Stoltze Land & Lumber Co., Columbia Falls, Mont. 
Storer & Flightner, Inc., Columbia Falls, Mont. 
Thompson Falls Lumber Co., Thompson Falls, Mont. 
Whitefish Lumber Co., Whitefish, Mont. 
Yellowstone Pine Co., Belgrade, Mont. 

I am associated with Intermountain Lumber Co., a producer of 
lumber, and speak for that company. 

I wish to thank you, Senator Neuberger, for the opportunity to 
appear at this hearing, and to enter a statement in opposition to S. 3114. 
Control of Montana’s waters is of prime importance to the future of 
this State. It is a prerogative Montanans must not give up. 

Montana’s forests are one of our basic resources and afford the raw 
material for our largest manufacturing industry. Enlightened man- 
agement of these forests, for the benefit of our State, is required for 
our just and proper economic expansion. Specific objections are out- 
lined as follows: 

1. Vast powers are proposed to be given to the board, who will 
manage the affairs of the Columbia River Development Corporation. 
This board is responsible, in a vague way, only to the President of the 
United States. Though there is provision for an advisory council, 
of 40 people, it is not required that the board follow any of their recom- 
mendations. The Corporation and, therefore, the board, is privileged 
to acquire and manage any and all properties to serve its designated 
ends, which are the manufacture, sale, and distribution of electric 
power as well as the furtherance of navigation, flood control, irriga- 
tion, fisheries, wild life, and recreation. Clearly, these provisions 
vest unlimited arbitrary power in a group directly responsible to no 
presently constituted government body. 

2. We believe it against the interest of the people of the State of 
Montana to empower such a board to rearrange our forest products 
industry. We believe it against the interest of the people of the State 
of Montana for such a board to have the power to judge for this State 
the desirability of various water resources developments, the flooding 
of agricultural and forest lands, the attendant relocation of transpor- 
tation and manufacturing facilities. 
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3. Today, Montana has a comparatively limited demand for indus- 
trial power. The future growth of the State of Montana depends 
on assurance that power generated here remains available for the 
growth and development of the State of Montana, and for the welfare 
of the people of our State. Authority to allocate locally developed 
power, we believe, should not be vested in such a board. 

4. Proposed financing of the Columbia River Development Corpo- 
ration, by forced purchase of bonds by the United States Treasury, 
to supply capital is unsound fiscal policy. Nowhere in this bill is 
there a provision for any payment in leu of taxes to the various 
levels of government who collect taxes from private industry. The 
proposed corporation can only be a burden on the taxpayers of the 
entire United States. 

In conclusion, the membership of the Western Pine Association 
in the State of Montana sincerely believe that for the best interests 
of the people of the State, Senate bill 3114 should not be made law. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Koessler. 

Because on page 4 of your presentation, you made a statement about 
industrial power, I would like to add a very brief comment. You 
said: 


Today Montana has a comparatively limited demand for industrial power. 


I should like to read to you a very brief colloquy I had with Mr. 
Corette, the president of the Montana Power Co., during a special 
hearing which I arranged in Washington, D.C. last June 5 out of 
courtesy to him, because he could not be present at the early general 
hearings on this proposed legislation. This is page 553 of the 
hearings: 

Senator NEUBERGER. One further question I want to ask you. You mentioned 
you thought we were getting along all right in the Northwest. Are you satisfied 
with economic conditions in the Northwest the past 5 years? 

Mr. CoretTe. Yes. I think we have had very desirable growth, very sub- 
stantial growth, very stable growth. I am not happy about the present economic 
situation in the mining and lumbering industry, but I do not believe it would 
be changed any by having tax-free Federal power available. I thing it is a 
situation that is controlled by national and international markets, and I have 
been very proud of the growth and development and substantial nature of that 
growth and development throughout the entire Northwest. 

Senator NEUBERGER. We will get for the hearing record, included at this point, 
Mr. Mapes, per capita incomes in each of the Pacific Northwest States from 
1952 through 1957 and the national average per capita incomes. 


Later on, Mr. Mapes obtained the following figures from the Office 
of Business Economics of the Department of Commerce: 

Between 1952 and 1957, the United States as a whole had a per capita increase 
in average incomes of 12.3 percent; in the State of Montana, it was 4.6 percent, 
one-third the national growth. 

I just want you to know that because those are the reasons we are 
concerned about industrial expansion in the Pacific Northwest. 

Now, this bill may not be the ideal vehicle, but certainly there is a 
problem which should concern all of us. 

Mr. Koesster. I think many certainly would agree with that, 
Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. So we have to think about this problem, Mr. 
Koessler. In your State of Montana and in my State of Oregon, I 
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think we have had some of the highest unemployment rates in the 
whole Nation in the past 4 or 5 years. 

Mr. Korsster. That is correct. 

Senator Neupercer. And we have had, as you can see from these 
figures, just about one-third the national increase in per capita in- 
comes, SO we have a major problem as to payrolls to keep our people 
prosperous and at work. 

Mr. Koresster. Thatistrue. I would agree with that. 

Senator Neusercer. And if you have any better suggestions than 
this one as to how we can solve this, I want you to know we are going 
to welcome them, and the purpose of this hearing is to get ideas and 
suggestions, and if you have any concrete recommendations to us, we 
will welcome them. 

Mr. Korsster. I don’t delieve I do. I would have to agree with 
Mr. Corette that the industrial unemployment and lack of new indus- 
try in this area has not been due to lack of electric power, in my 
opinion. 

Thank you sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

The next witness for the opponents is Mr. Robert C. Sykes of the 
Wildlife Association. 

Mr. Sykes. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. SYKES, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. Sykes. Senator Neuberger, I appreciate the privilege of ap- 
pearing here today. My name is Robert C. Sykes. I am a practicing 
attorney here in Kalispell and have spent almost all my life here. I 
would like to state that neither I nor my law partner has ever repre- 
sented any utility, either public or private. I appear here today on 
behalf of Polson Outdoors, Inc., the Whitefish Rod and Gun Club, the 
North Rocky Mountains Sportsmen’s Association of Columbia Falls, 
and Flathead Wildlife, Inc., of Kalispell, of which I am the immediate 
past president. I also appear on behalf of district No. 1 of the State 
wildlife federation, the total membership of which is 6,900. 

I at this time submit resolutions from district No. 1, Missoula, and 
the other groups, for your consideration and the record. 

Senator Neuspercer. They will appear in the record. 

Mr. Syxes. I would like to state that the resolution of district No. 
1 was adopted at the State convention at Livingston last week. 

Our groups are interested in outdoor recreation. We have assisted, 
and will continue to assist, State and Federal administrative agencies 
in obtaining public access to public outdoor recreational lands and 
equipping those lands for use by boat enthusiasts, campers, swimmers, 
hunters, and so on. 

We enjoy working with the Forestry Service, the Park Service and 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, both State and Federal. We respect 
them all, and consider them our indispensable friends in bettering 
outdoor recreation. I mention this, Senator Neuberger, because I 
know that you have always been interested and have always encour- 
aged outdoor recreation, as have other members of your committee, 
and have always supported all worthwhile outdoor recreational meas- 
ures that have been presented for congressional consideration. 
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Our organizations probably have worked closer with administrative 
agencies than other organizations; so, I believe that we are in a little 
better position to recognize the strong points and the weak points of 
administrative agencies. It has always been my understanding that 
administrative agencies are accountable to the public, and particularly 
the voting public. As public employees, they are employed by all of 
us, and we have some control over what they do, and how they do it. 

In my opinion, some of the weak points and dangers of uncontrolled 
administrative agencies are as follows: 

1. They can make mistakes. Composed of human beings, they can’t 
help but make mistakes. 

2. Unless controlled, an agency is sometimes inclined to act first and 
be sorry later. 

3. Because many of our recreational resources can never be replaced, 
and many of them will be destroyed by the construction of hydro- 
electric facilities, full consideration must be given to all uses of the 
natural resources that might be affected before, not after, power 
development. 

Other factors to be considered in any regional development are, in 
my opinion, as follows: 

1. There is a direct conflict in interest as to water use by the States 
involved. 

2. There is a direct conflict in the uses of water, and what might 
be desirable from the standpoint of power production, would result in 
complete destruction of a timber industry, or outdoor recreation. 

For example, to Montana the primary use of Flathead Lake is rec- 
reation. Millions of dollars are tied up in the beautiful homes, cherry 
orchards, and recreational facilities that crowd its shore. On the 
other hand, the primary use of this lake to downstream people is 
water storage for power development. Only a limited amount of 
water can be stored, or released, without flooding these homes, recre- 
ational facilities, as well as the agricultural valley between the head 
of the lake and Columbia Falls. 

Back in 1944 the Corps of Army Engineers held a hearing in this 
very building. At that time we were told by the Army colonel in 
charge of that hearing that they were going to raise Flathead Lake. 
We weren’t told that it might be raised; we were told it was going to 
be raised. The colonel who made that statement was a fine man, who 
had served and was serving his country with distinction and honor, 
and his only aim or objective was producing electrical energy. He 
could see no other use of Flathead Lake and the land surrounding it, 
nor did he give any consideration to the other uses of that lake. Well, 
that hearing was a means by which we expressed ourselves as some 
of his employers, the public which he was paid to serve, and our 
elected Representatives and Senators saw to it that our sovereign 
rights were protected, and his role as a public employee, interested 
in production of electrical energy, was advisory, not controlling. 

During the construction of Hungry Horse Dam, land had to be 


cleared prior to its being flooded. Section after section of mer- 
chantable timber was deliberately burned and destroyed in the drain- 
age. The loggers were permitted by the Bureau of Reclamation to 
cut and remove only part of the timber. Our logging industry re- 
quested the Bureau for permission to cut and remove all merchant- 
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able timber, or at least additional stands that they saw were be- 
ing needlessly destroyed by fire. They were told that they were 
not getting any more timber, and that if representatives of the Bureau 
of Reclamation had had his way they wouldn’t have been able to cut 
one foot of timber; that he would have put a fire break on the ridges 
surrounding the entire drainage and burned it all; and he further 
stated that that was exactly what he had done in the State of Wash- 
ington. Now, that person might well be one of the best in the field 
of power development, but it is my observation that he is not inter- 
ested in, nor does he recognize any other use of natural resources that 
might conflict with power development. 

The father of conservation undoubtedly is Theodore Roosevelt. 
Through his untiring efforts, due recognition to the preservation and 
probe use of our natural resources was given legislative sanction. 

am sure that he would turn over in his grave if he thought that the 
natural resources of the Columbia Valley drainage were subjugated 
and used for the primary purpose of electrical energy development 
and, by so doing, all other uses of such resources were relegated to 
minor and unimportant rolls. 

I believe, and the groups that I represent, and the neighbors that 
I live with, and the people that I do easiness with, employer or em- 
ployee, believe that any Federal agency created for basin development 
should be advisory only, and serve in a similar capacity to that of a 
Federal labor asain The mediator’s job is to assist in compromis- 
ing differences, to furnish suggestions, ideas, and facts on which a 
compromise of interests can be achieved. The Hoover Commission 
and, I understand, other commissions, since that time, have submitted 
the same identical recommendation to President Eisenhower and Con- 
gress, and that recommendation is that there be created a Federal 
Natural Resources Advisory Committee to assist in orderly develop- 
ment of a valley region, recognizing the rights of every State within 
the valley region, and the various uses of the natural resources within 
that region. 

It is not the intention of any of the groups which I represent to 
appear at this hearing as obstructionists to proper and orderly de- 
velopment of the natural resources of the Columbia River drainage 
area. We respectfully submit the following plan, which we believe 
is desirable and in line with our democratic form of government and 
economy : 

1. We endorse, support and urge the creation of a Federal Natural 
Resource Advisory Committee ; 

2. We request that such Advisory Committee have equal representa- 
tion by all users of the natural resources of the Columbia River 
drainage; 

8. That equal consideration be given to each and every use of the 
natural resources in achieving the maximum development of the Co- 
lumbia River drainage for all purposes, including development of 
electrical energy, timber production, outdoor recreation, et cetera. 

4. That a reasonable amount of firm energy be allocated to each 
State, based upon each particular hydroelectric project, and the pur- 
poses and results therefrom. 

5. That final approval be always left to the duly elected representa- 
tives of each State. 
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For these reasons, we register our pevinets and objections and rec- 


ommendations concerning this power bill, and to other bills concerning 


the development of the natural resources of the Columbia Valley 
drainage. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Sykes. 

(The resolutions follow :) 


RESOLUTION, 


WHITEFISH Rop & GuN CLUB, INC. 
DECEMBER 2, 1958 


Whereas legislation is proposed for introduction into the Senate of the United 
States under S. , to amend the Bonneville Act, in order to create a Columbia 
Valley Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas the bill if enacted would create a multibillion dollar Federal cor- 
poration controlled by five individuals with broad powers to finance, expand, 
own, and operate water resource projects in the States of Idaho, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and that portion of Montana in the Columbia River Basin ; and 

Whereas the bill would concentrate broad Federal power over our water re- 
sources into the control of a few men who would not be directly responsible to 
the people of the Pacific Northwest States ; and 

Whereas this Corporation would be tax free and otherwise tax subsidized 
without restrictions that are placed upon private industry ; and 

Whereas in view of recent Federal court water-right decisions, it would sub- 
jugate all water rights in the State of Montana within the Columbia River 
Basin and other States over which the Federal Corporation had jurisdiction. 
to the control of the Corporation and thus create a monopoly over our water and 
power resources which could have disastrous effects on present and future irriga- 
tion and other water uses ; and 

Whereas we believe this bill would establish a government by Federal author- 
ity that would nullify State water and property right laws: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Whitefish Rod & Gun Club, Inc., with a membership in 
excess of 600, in regular meeting at Whitefish, Mont., this 2d day of December 
1958, does hereby go on record against the enactment of proposed 8. , or 
any other similar type of legislation that would create a valley authority law 
or create a Federal authority that would have dominant control over, or 
jeopardize our water and property rights and encroach upon our present demo- 
cratic form of government, at the Kalispell hearing, December 11, 1958; be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to all members of the Public 
Works Committee of the U.S. Senate, to all Members of the Congress from the 
State of Montana, to the Governor of the State of Montana, and to all members 
of the State legislature from Flathead County. 








(Signed) ArtTHuR GOLIE, 
President, Whitefish Rod & Gun Club, Inc. 





District 1, MONTANA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has been the prescribed and continuing policy of district No. 1, 
Montana Wildlife Federation, to oppose any river drainage operation or proposal 
by either private or public interests without a comprehensive study of the effects 
of such operation or proposal upon the fish and wildlife of the area; and 

Whereas the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill to the 
Congress fails to provide for such study and does not contain appropriate provi- 
sion to safeguard against or restrain injurious acts of the Corporation as regards 
fish and wildlife: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montana Wildlife Federation does hereby oppose the pro- 
posed Columbia River Development Corporation bill; and be it further 
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Resolved, That copies of this resolution be presented at the congressional 
hearing on this matter to be held in Kalispell, Mont., on December 11, 1958; and, 
also that copies of this resolution be furnished to the Pacific Northwest Conser- 
vation Council with whom this federation is affiliated. 


Poison Ovutpoors, Inc., PoLson, Mont. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the fish, wildlife, and water resources of western Montana are some 
of Montana’s most valuable assets; and 

Whereas the very principles of democracy and democratic government as 
established by the Federal Constitution and the constitution of Montana charges 
the State of Montana and the people therein with the responsibility of using 
these resources for the best interests of this State and its residents as well as 
the Nation as a whole; and 

Whereas the creation of Columbia Valley Development Corporation would 
operate on a regional basis without reference to State lines and/or State rights ; 
and 

Whereas said Corporation would deprive the State of Montana and the people 
therein of any right to participate in the planning of water resource and recrea- 
tional development of these great natural assets, and would resrict the powers 
of the Fish and Game Department of the State of Montana as related to 
Montana waters and recreational areas and would jeopardize the control of these 
waters and recreational areas of the State of Montana by the people of 
Montana; and 

Whereas such legislation with its provisions for arbitrary control is deemed 
to be detrimental to the people of the State of Montana over its fish, wildlife, 
recreational, and water-resource development: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Polson Outdoors, Inc., of Polson, Mont., does hereby oppose the 
enactment of Senate bill 3114 as now amended or any other measure of similar 
nature which ‘would authorize a Columbia Valley Development Corporation or 
Authority and vest in that body the responsibility for water resource control 
in the Pacific Northwest; be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be authenticated by the signature of the presi- 
dent of this organization, and that copies of this resolution be presented at the 
hearing of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate at Kalispell, Mont., 
on December 11, 1958, and copies be sent to all members of said committee, to all 
Members of Congress from the State of Montana, and to the Governor of the 
State of Montana. 

(Signed) LELAND SCHOONOVER, 
President, Polson Outdoors, Inc. 


WESTERN MONTANA FisH & GAME ASSOCIATION, MISSOULA, MonrT. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has been determined that there is pending in the Congress of the 
United States proposed legislation embodied in 8. 3114 which would have as its 
purpose the control in all aspects of the Columbia River and all of its tribu- 
taries by the establishment of the Columbia River Development Corporation 
governed by five appointed members ; and 

Whereas such legislation fails to make appropriate provisions and safeguards 
for the conservation of fish and wildlife: Therefore, be it Resolved by the 
Western Montana Fish & Game Association, That the oposition of such associa- 
tion to the enactment of such proposed legislation be made known to the proper 
officials or agents of the Congress; be it further Resolwed, That a copy of this 
resolution be presented to the Montana Wildlife Federation at its next meeting 
for such action as it deems advisable not inconsistent herewith. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has had under consideration in the 
past various proposals all of which were based upon creating a regional au- 
thority under the direction of an administrative body for development of the 
various uses of the Columbia River drainage; and 

Whereas the result of all such proposals would mean giving priority to the 
uses of the natural resources of the Columbia Valley drainage for the develop- 
ment of electrical energy, and thereby subordinating the uses of such natural 
resources for any other purposes ; and 

Whereas the use of such natural resources for outdoor recreational develop- 
ment, timber operations, agricultural, and other uses are important in achieving 
the maximum use and development of the natural resources of the Columbia 
River drainage ; and 

Whereas the rights of every State within the Columbia River drainage to the 
use of the natural resources thereof must be recognized and a sharing of the 
uses of any Columbia River drianage development be participated in by the 
various States, now, therefore, Flathead Wildlife, Inc., hereby respectfully 
opposes the passage of any regional authority for electrical development of the 
Columbia River Basin under the past and present proposals; 

Be it further resolved, That Flathead Wildlife, Inc., hereby respectfully en- 
dorses the following program for maximum development and use of the Colum- 
bia River drainage: 

1. That a Federal Advisory Natural Resources Committee be created in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Hoover Commission and other eom- 
mittees. That such committee be representative of all the various industries 
and interests affected by natural resources and the use thereof. That in the 
development of electrical energy in the Columbia River drainage each project 
be considered on its merits as to various and beneficial results from construc- 
tion of hydroelectric projects, with the primary objective of maximum multiple 
use of the natural resources of the Columbia River drainage. 

2. That each State be accorded and protected and be given their reasonable 
and just share of the benefits to be derived from multiple-use development of 
the Columbia River drainage, including an allocation of firm power from the 
construction of any hydroelectric project. 

3. That in the development of the Columbia River drainage the Federal agen- 
cies be advisory only in achieving such maximum development with equal 
representation, and consideration given to all industries benefiting or deriving 
their benefits and assistance through the use of the natural resources of the 
Columbia River drainage. 

Be it further resolved, That this resolution be authenticated by the signature 
of the president, and that copies of the resolution be presented at the hearing 
at Kalispell, Mont., and that copies be sent to all members of the committee, to 
the Members of Congress from the State of Montana and to the Governor of the 
State of Montana. 

Dated at Kalispell, Mont. this 9th day of December 1958. 


FLATHEAD WILDLIFE, INC., 
By (Signed) GLenn C. NEtson, President. 





Attest: 
(Signed) Wuux4am J. Litrre, Secretary. 


NORTHERN Rocky MOUNTAIN SPORTSMEN’S ASSOCIATION, COLUMBIA FALLs, Mont. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas a proposal is being considered by the Committee on Public Works 
of the U.S. Senate concerning a revision of Senate bill 3114 to create a Federal 
corporation to develop the Columbia River Valley ; and 

Whereas, a Federal corporation, as considered, would operate on a regional 
basis, with subjugation of the sovereign powers of the individual States, as 
concerns watershed development and all other matters falling into the province 
of said corporation ; and 

Whereas the express concern of said corporation is development of hydro- 
electric power without specific provision for other use of the river system, and 
its watershed, such as fish and wildlife protection, or provision for multiple use 
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of the water resources except those uses established prior to establishment of 
said corporation ; and 

Whereas said corporation would be an entity not accountable to the will of 
the people as concerns policy of use or enlargement of existing facilities, but 
over its fish and wildlife, recreation and water resource use ; and 

Whereas such legislation is deemed to be detrimental to the rights of the 
people of the State of Montana and the rights of various State departments 
over its fish and wildlife, recreation and water resources use; and 

Whereas a hearing is to be held in Kalispell, Mont., concerning the establish- 
ment of said corporation : Now, therefore let it be 

Resolved, that the Northern Rocky Mountain Sportsmen’s Association, a non- 
profit organization, does hereby earnestly oppose the enactment of Senate bill 
3114 or any other legislation of a similar nature which would subordinate the 
rights of the people of the State of Montana over their water resources, recrea- 
tional facilities, and fish and wildlife management to the control of a Federal 
corporation, or which would vest in said corporation the responsibility over 
water resources of the Pacific Northwest: be it further 

Resolved, that this resolution be authenticated by the signature of the presi- 
dent of this group and that a copy of this resolution be submitted at the hearing 
of the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate for inclusion in the record 
of that hearing. 

For the NorrHwest Rocky MOUNTAIN 
SPORTSMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
(Signed) Donatp A, MILER, President. 

Senator Neusercer. The proponents now have one-half hour; fol- 
lowing that, the opponents will have a little over 20 minutes, because 
they went somewhat over in this particular phase of their time; and 
after that we will take a recess for luncheon. I just wanted to keep 
you advised of the schedule. 


Who is the next witness for the proponents of the legislation ? 


STATEMENT OF JOE CROSSWHITE, SECRETARY AND BUSINESS 
REPRESENTATIVE, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Crosswuite. Senator Neuberger, committee, ladies and gentle- 
men, my name is Joe Crosswhite. I reside in Columbia Falls, Mont. 
I am the vice-president of Montana AFL-CIO and business repre- 
sentative of the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
371. I am here today representing those two organizations. 

The Montana AFL-CIO which has over 200 local union affiliates, 
with a total membership in excess of 22,000 members of which all are 
residents of Montana. At the Montana AFL-CIO general executive 
board meeting held in Helena on November 29 of this year, Senate bill 
3114 was thoroughly studied and discussed, and the executive board 
unanimously adopted a resolution giving full support to the passage 
of S. 3114, as did local 371 of the Operating Engineers, whose main 
office is in Kalispell and has in its territorial jurisdiction Glacier 
National Park and the eight western counties of Montana, which 
virtually covers the entire Columbia River drainage in Montana. 

Local 371 is the largest craft union in western Montana, and at 
its regular meeting held in Kalispell on December 5 of this year, also 
unanimously went on record in full support of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation Act of 1959, with one exception. We urge 
the committee to amend section 9 of the present bill to conform with the 
principle of the Hungry Horse Act or section 2A of the Paradise bill; 
and that is, that power generated at any dam be reserved in accordance 
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with the provisions of section 2A of the Paradise bill which was also 
incorporated in the Hungry Horse Act. 

Now I wish to give some of the reasons for the action taken by these 
two organizations in support of Senate bill 3114. 

First, we studied very closely the benefits western Montana has 
derived from its one and only multipurpose Federal dam compared to 
benefits obtained from private power company-built dams on the 
Columbia River drainage in Montana and came up with some very 
interesting facts. I won’t go into detail on benefits from Hungry 
Horse Dam in the immediate area such as the Anaconda Aluminum 
plant that came here due to cheap and abundant power, nor how the 
local lumber industry and agriculture industries have modernized 
because of this same factor. I want to show downstream benefits in 
Montana because of Hungry Horse. 

Ironically enough, practically the same pressure groups are appear- 
ing here today in opposition to Senate bill 3114 that were in opposition 
to the passage of the Hungry Horse Act of several years ago. They 
are using the same age-old reasons here today that they used then. 
Montana Power went so far as to say that if and when Hungry Horse 
Dam was completed that they, Montana Power, would be forced to 
abandon their generating facilities and dam at Polson because of the 
cheap abundant power produced at Hungry Horse in competition with 
their high-priced power; that a very large part of their personnel 
would be jobless in the Polson area, and it would disrupt the economy 
of the entire area. 

But, strangely enough, not too long after actual construction had 
begun on Hungry Horse Dam, Montana Power applied to the Federal 
Power Commission for a license to install two more generators at Kerr 
Dam, their reason as stated in their application for the license was, 
due to the water storage upstream at Hungry Horse, it made possible 
a year-round uniform flow of water, enabling Montana Power to 
generate more power at Kerr. Consequently, instead of abandoning 
their Kerr Dam installation, they doubled its generating capacity. 
Who was right, the people of western Montana or Montana Power and 
their allies? 

Along about this same time the Washington Water Power Co. ap- 
plied to the Federal Power Commission and received a license to con- 
struct Cabinet Gorge Dam on the Montana-Idaho border with the 
reservoir practically all in Montana. Their reasons were the same. 
Cabinet Gorge was not feasible prior to upstream storage at Hungry 
Horse; but, due to this water being released at low-water periods, 
Cabinet Gorge was now feasible. About 4 years ago the Washington 
Water Power Co. again applied to the Federal Power Commission, 
this time for a license to construct Noxon Rapids Dam. Again, their 
reasons were the same: Hungry Horse storage water makes this site 
feasible. Noxon Rapids Dam is virtually completed and will go on the 
line in 1959. 

These last two dams have not left one watt of electric energy in 
Montana. The opposition appearing here today knew that this power 
would be transmitted to Washington Water Power Co. operations area 
to be distributed. We knew, and Washington Water Power Co. made 
no secret about it. But oddly enough, not one protest was raised at 
the time these licenses were applied for. Just a few months ago Mon- 
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tana Power Co. applied for a license to rebuild the Thompson Falls 
Dam and add more generators, doubling the output there; the reason 
given a the same, upstream storage of Hungry Horse made this 
ossible. 

r We reasoned that if the one and only multipurpose dam built on the 
Columbia drainage in Montana produced all these benefits, plus benefits 
derived from new industry that cheap and abundant power brought 
to the Flathead area, what would other Federal built dams do, such 
as Glacier View, Spruce Park and Paradise? Paradise alone would 
double again the generating potential of those dams downstream from 
itin Montana. 

We also reasoned that downstream benefits in our neighboring States 
in the Pacific Northwest is a benefit to us. For example, take the 
Kalispell, Whitefish and Columbia Falls area; what is gocd for one of 
those communities is good for all of them. The aluminum plant bears 
out that fact. By the same token, what is good for one Pacific North- 
west State is good for all Pacific Northwest States. 

In a press release of last week in the Kalispell daily newspaper, a 
speaker for one of the service clubs here in town made the statement in 
referring to S. 3114, “What Washington and Oregon want, Montana 
does not want.” My answer to him is this: Brother, the people of 
Montana want the same things in life as the people of Washington and 
Oregon, and that is progress, job security, and all the other benefits 
that the people of this great country of ours have strived for and have 
achieved, and the people of western Montana will not stand by and 
watch our economy and progress be hampered by a few businessmen on 
main streets of our larger western Montana cities because of their own 
selfish interests and those selfish interests of large private power 
companies. 

We also looked at the recreation benefits of Hungry Horse Dam and 
the tourist attraction, compared to other dams in Montana. I can 
recall, as others here today can, that prior to the construction of 
Hungry Horse Dam, that it is doubtful that 500 people visited that 
area in allofonesummer. Now you can drive around Hungry Horse 
Lake on any weekday during the summer months and see that many 
people in one day enjoying recreational benefits of that lake. There 
were over 40 cabin site leases issued this year on Hungry Horse Lake, 
where prior to Hungry Horse Lake not one single lease was issued in 
that area for recreational purposes. 

Flathead Fish and Wildlife, Inc., and some other sportsmen groups 
are and always have been bitterly opposed to multipurpose Federal- 
builtdams. Why,Idon’tknow. Our only Federal-built dam in Mon- 
tana is one of the most popular fishing spots in Montana today, and 
others would be the same. These same sportsmen groups who continu- 
ally oppose uniform overall development of our water resources have, 
in my opinion, achieved one goal, and that is, they have made it pos- 
sible for a man to hunt the year around in western Montana; for two 
months in the fall he hunts for deer and elk, and the other 10 months 
he hunts for a job. [Laughter and applause. | 

Senator Neupercer. We have asked before not to have indications 
of approval or disagreement from the gallery. 

Mr. Crosswuite. These sportsmen groups have been ably assisted 
in this respect by other such groups as the Missoula and Kalispell 
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Chamber of Commerce and their respective daily newspapers, and we 
should give some credit to some of our local service clubs, also. 

After reading recent press releases and listening to opponents 
speaking here today in opposition to a uniform and overall systematic 
development of our water resources, I am convinced that if I take a 
grizzly bear hide and a sack of fish down here on Main Street tomor- 
row, I can get much more value for them on merchandise than I can for 
good old American payroll dollars. These opposition groups are in 
favor of a bill to enlarge the Bob Marshall wilderness area by approxi- 
mately 1 million acres, which means 1 million acres of forest products 
out of commercial production, but were opposed to a 60,000-acre reser- 
voir at Paradise Dam, which acreage is practically all cheat grass and 
rocks. It just doesn’t make sense. One opponent made the statement 
that this bill should be passed by Congress we would have to take a 
boat out of Montana. My answer is, we have been missing the boat 
too long now. 

The people of Montana should be thankful that such men as Senator 
Neuberger and our other great Senators of the Pacific Northwest are 
spending their time and effort endeavoring to have our Federal Gov- 
ernment help us develop our great undeveloped water resources that 
enable the people of western Montana to progress along with our 
neighboring States in the Pacific Northwest. 

The opposition here today cannot show one single reason that will 
invite new industry to Montana in regards to the private power- 
company dams downstream from Hungry Horse in Montana. 
Hungry Horse has proven that you need multipurpose dams that will 
and can produce an abundance of low-priced power to entice new 
industry to thisarea. There is room in western Montana for all of us, 
including industry, agriculture, tourist and recreation, providing our 
water resources are developed in a uniform, systematic way, giving 
consideration to all mankind, and the Columbia River Development 
Corporation Act of 1959 should be given the support of the people of 
western Montana, because with passage of this act, all this would be a 
realization. 

In closing, I wish to convey to Senator Neuberger and his committee 
the support of the people I represent in his effort in regards to passage 
of this very constructive act. 

And I thank you, Senator Neuberger, and committee. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Crosswhite. 

I just want to thank you for one comment you made, that is that 
we in the Pacific Northwest have the same common interests. We are 
all Americans, we are all citizens of the same great country, whether 
we live in Montana, or in Oregon, or Washington State, or Idaho. 

Mr. Crosswuire. I am glad, Senator, somebody agrees with me. 
When I went to school we were all in the United States, but I thought 
Montana was separated someplace along the line. 

Senator Neusercer. We are all citizens of the same great country 
and I think we have the same things in mind. 

The next witness for the proponents is Mrs. Frances Logan. Is 
Mrs. Logan here ? 

Mrs. Logan. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCES LOGAN, CHARLO, MONT. 


Mrs. Locan. Senator, I appreciate the opportunity to be here. If 
I sound scared, it is because I am. 

Senator Neunercer. Well, you shouldn’t be. We are all friends, 
whether we agree or disagree on the legislation. 

Mrs. Locan. My name is Frances Logan. I live on a farm south 
of Charlo. Perhaps you would like to know how the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill of 1959 appears to a plain housewife. 

I had to do a good deal of studying. I have sat up nights over the 
hearings of May and June, reading testimony for and testimony 
against the Corporation. Setting down my own conclusions step by 
step has made my testimony overlong. I will not take your time for 
it now, but turn it in for you to use as much or little of it as you see fit. 

I believe that any open-minded person, free from the not incon- 
siderable pressures that exist around here, who could devote the time 
to it, would come to similar conclusions. It required no specialized 
knowledge. Most of the resources that I have consulted are public 
documents free for the asking from one’s Congressman or Senator. 
May I take this opportunity to thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for 
sending me the hearings and a copy of the new bill? 

One side of this controversy has been eee forcefully in the 
press by an organization which most people believe to be a “front” for 
the power companies. There has been little effort in Montana, that 
I know of, to present the arguments for the bill. The board of the 
Committee for Paradise Dam met, passed a resolution favoring the 
bill in principle, and sent a letter to some of its members who testified 
at the Army Engineers’ hearing in October 1957. However, you can- 
not switch a committee organized for one purpose into work for a 
different, even though related purpose, not if it is a genuine grassroots 
committee. That is a very real difference between a top-down organ- 
ization and one which is really democratically controlled. 

Had there been people with time and energy to devote to it, I believe 
a committee on the Columbia Corporation could have been organized, 
that it would have informed itself through a process similar to that 
which I went through in preparing my testimony, and that it would 
have reached similar, if not identical, conclusions. That was why I 
wrote it out at length, as a sample. 

But there were no such people available. Most of us who might 
have done it were occupied otherwise. Personally, I believed that the 
best way to get legislation in the interest of the people passed was to 
elect Democrats. Which is a good place to terminate my personal 
testimony. 

Senator, I did not find in the hearings anything similar to what 
you said about Washington’s having more generation than any of 
the other States. I might have modified the reservation which appears 
in my testimony had I known that. 

Senator Neupercer. That is a fact, however, Mrs. Logan. We have 
recently included in the current hearings a report from the Federal 
Power Commission which makes evident, I think, that the State of 
Washington has some 22 million kilowatts available, whereas no other 
State in the Northwest has more than 8 million kilowatts available. 

Ts that correct in essence, Mr. Mapes? 
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Mr. Mapes. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I can’t remember accurately to the last kilo- 
watt, but I think those round figures are correct. 

Mrs. Locan. However, it seems to me that the object of this bill and 
what we all want is plenty of power everywhere for everybody in all 
the States, and that any reservations should be simply safeguards in 
case something didn’t work. 

Senator Nevusercer. Well, we think we have a safeguard in this 
legislation that would keep ot State from monopolizing the 
power, and we think that is the best sort of safeguard and the fairest 
sort of safeguard. We are afraid that if you divide it up by States, 
we will just invite the State of Washington, inevitably, to take most 
of the power, because they have most of the power sites in that State. 

Mrs. Loean. Perhaps I might turn to page 13 of my testimony : 

A shortage could develop. In that event, the Board would decide what is an 
unreasonable geographic concentration of power. It would probably be composed 
of fair-minded men who would make an equitable allocation, taking into account 
the factors they are instructed to consider by the remainder of section 9. 

Is that enough safeguard? I believe there are two answers to this question. 
In fact, I think the answer is “Yes”; in many people’s minds, “No.” 

Mr. Chairman, Montana has a small population. It is undeveloped industrially 
in comparison with downstream States. The people of western Montana have 
been subjected to a propaganda barrage aimed at making them suspect and 
fear their Government and, next to the Government, the down-stream States. 

Senator, I didn’t know how provincial people could be until I moved 
to Montana some time ago. Before, I had always considered that we 
were all primarily citizens of the United States. 

The object, of course, is to lull them into the belief that free, creative, private, 
local enterprise, which is what our newspapers call utility companies that are 
regulated because they are monopolies, is their protector and benefactor. Most 
people don’t fall for it when they get the facts, but it is difficult to get the facts. 

So that you will not think this news blackout is just my own personal prejudice, 
I attach as exhibit C a reprint from the London Economist of September 7, 1957, 
entitled ‘Anaconda Country,” which comments: 

“* * * the effect has been to leave Montana’s newspaper readers worse 
informed about their own affairs than the inhabitants of almost any other 
State.” ‘ 
I won’t read all the rest of it, but what I think you should take into 
account is fear. Fear is not an engineering reality, but I do think 
it isa political reality. 

To return to my conclusions, I believe the provisions of this bill 
assure that the Corporation would be Spee e to the President 
and the Congress through the provisions of the Corporation Control 
Act. I can’t recall his exact words, but I was rather surprised to hear 
Mr. Chase say Congress would have no control. I am not a lawyer, 
of course, but as I read the bill very carefully, it seems to me that 
Congress would maintain adequate control. I believe an informed 
layman can understand the bill and form his own conclusions; he 
doesn’t need to be told what to think. 

One reason the power company propaganda has been able to make 
some headway is a dearth of factual information, and a lack of means 
for getting it into people’s hands, in contrast to the flood of misinfor- 
mation in the hands of well-financed propaganda experts. 

The power company blitz has reached its maximum effectiveness. 
As more people learn what the bill really will do, they will join im 
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supporting it. This was the case when the Paradise Committee set. 
out to prevent the Montana Power Co.’s partial development of the 
Clark Fork by Buffalo Rapids. 

I respectfully request the members of the Senate Committee on 
Public Works to give consideration to the addition of safeguards for 
upstream States, particularly by a reservation of power, and urge 
them to make every effort to secure early passage of the bill. 

That concludes my personal testimony, Senator. 

May I now, as Democratic congressional committeewoman for 
the First District of Montana, Congressman Lee Metcalf’s district, 
present the Montana Democratic Party platform of 1958, calling 
attention to the section on natural resources. May I request that 
four short paragraphs, particularly relevant to the bill under discus- 
sion, be incorporated in the record? They are marked. They refer 
to natural resources belonging to all the people, the support for this 
bill in principle, by the Democratic Party, a paragraph about reser- 
vation of power, and the continuance of the preference clause. They 
will be incorporated in the record ? 

Mr. Nrvusercer. They will be incorporated in the record. 

Mrs. Logan. There is, I believe objective evidence that this platform 
is supported by a large majority of the voters of Montana. May I 
present the election returns of November 4, exhibit B. 

Congressman Metcalf was chairman of the platform drafting com- 
mittee which held hearings, open to all. He presided at the con- 
vention session at which the platform was presented and voted upon. 
He campaigned on it. He was elected by a vote of 68,528 to 30,061, 
more than 2 to 1. He won by the largest majority on record in the 
First District. 

Senator Mansfield’s stand on full-river development is just as well 
known. He introduced the Hungry Horse bill when he was a Mem- 
ber of the House. His statements in favor of public power during 
the debate on distribution of power and transmission lines in 1949 
were as strong as any I have seen quoted from the Congressional 
Record. 

His recent majority was unprecedented, 174,156 to 55,004, more than 
3 to 1. 

The power issue was not the only one which elected them, of course. 
We of western Montana are proud of the magnificent record estab- 
lished by our congressional delegation in many areas of Government. 
However, so far as local issues were concerned, power was the hot 
one. 

You will hear testimony from other witnesses, I feel sure, with re- 
spect to election results for the State legislature. 

Election returns are the most reliable measure of the people’s 
wishes. Letters and resolutions may be secured on the basis of one- 
sided statements in the news, statements that are often misleading, 
sometimes downright untrue, couched in language aimed at making 
the people fear their Government and wooing them into the belief 
that the stock-holder-owned utilities, over which they have no con- 
trol, are their protectors. 

_ What other pressures are being brought to bear in securing oppo- 
sition to the corporation bill can be guessed from methods known 
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to have been used in the similar Paradise campaign. As secretary 
for the Committee for Paradise Dam, I can vouch for the following: 


Mr. A. Here is my dollar, but don’t put my name down. My son works for 
the power company. , 

Mr. B. Here is my membership, but please use a plain envelope when you mail 
anything tome. I can’t afford to lose my job. 

Mr. and Mrs. C. gave my husband a $1 check for a membership. A few hours 
later they followed him and asked to exchange it for a silver dollar. They 
were afraid to let their bank know they were for Paradise. 


These are just examples. I could cite 20 more. 

You and the members of your committee are fully aware of the 
kinds of pressure that have been used by the utilities from the very 
beginning of the conservation policy up to the present. The power 
companies have fought every step of the way—Muscle Shoals, TVA, 
Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Hungry Horse. There has been a battle 
for every dam. I am sure you will know how to evaluate the testi- 
mony that is being presented to you in the present hearing on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation Act. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mrs. Logan. 

Mrs, Logan, I would like to explain one thing to you about your 
very comprehensive presentation. I am going to have to authorize 
the committee staff to use their own judgment as to which of your 
exhibits that they will include in the hearing record, because some 
of them are rather lengthy and, just in the interests of economy, they 
may have to be eliminated. 

Mrs. Logan. May they be incorporated by reference ? 

Senator Neuvsercer. They will be incorporated by reference, but I 
do not think they could be included in full, and I wanted you to un- 
derstand that: 

Mrs. Locan. I didn’t intend that they should. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you so much. 

(The aforementioned excerpts from the Montana Democratic plat- 
form follow :) 

We believe natural resources belong to the people and must be managed in 
the public interest. 

We support in principle the regional corporation bill as a means for improv- 
ing the administration of a basinwide program of multipurpose dams and 
transmission lines, of benefit to Montana and the entire Northwest. 

We maintain that a full share of the low-cost power from these develop- 
ments must be allocated to Montana for an abundant supply, for free, com- 


petitive industry, for our homes and farms. 
The continuance of the preference clause for public power is imperative. 


(Mrs. Locan’s prepared material follows :) 


I. REASONS FoR FuLL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 


The Northwest in general, and Montana especially, are in need of full de- 
velopment of the resources of the Columbia Basin. Among many reasons the fol- 
lowing are of major importance. 

1. Devastating floods demonstrate conclusively the need of upstream storage 
for flood control. 

2. Our rapidly growing population, coupled with a per capita use of water 
that is increasing at an accelerating rate, make it mandatory that the Nation’s 
water supplies be regulated to achieve maximum use for both consumptive and 
nonconsumptive purposes. Western Montana is fortunately situated at the 
headwater of the second greatest river in the country, from the standpoint 
of streamflow. Most of the river’s potential is unharnessed and unused. 
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There is widespread recognition that Montana suffers from its dependence on 
seasonal occupations, agriculture, and lumbering—that it needs industry to 
stabilize its economy. With our river regulated we could attract the kinds of 
industry that use large amounts of water, clean water, and low-cost power. 
Without such regulation, attracting industry is wishful thinking, for, to quote 
Perry Roys, director of the State planning board: 

“First, industries don’t locate new plants on the basis of average-water flows, 
but rather must base their needs for water on minimums. As a case in point, 
the Clark Fork River at one point had an average annual flow of 5,000 cubic 
feet per second for the 25-year period from 1930 through 1955. Yet the mini- 
mum flow of record was less than 400 cubic feet per second.” 

3. The tourist industry rates high in Montana’s economy. (I have seen it 
ranked in from 3d to 5th place in different publications.) The reservoirs 
created by multiple-purpose projects are major tourist attractions in Montana 
no less than in other parts of the country, despite dire predictions of one 
member of the Upper Columbia Development Council that reservoir drawdown 
would create “* * * 60,000 acres of slime and snakes and lizards.’” 

More sober statistical reports indicate that Fort Peck, Canyon Ferry, Tiber 
Dam and Hungry Horse all attract both Montana sportsmen and out-of-State 
tourists. 

4. There are many other arguments based on local benefits, but of all the 
reasons for prompt, full development of the Columbia and our other rivers as 
well, the greatest is our national safety and welfare. 

A Senate Interior Committee hearing, “Relationships of River and Related 
Water Resource Development Programs of United States, Soviet Russia and 
(Red) China” brought out the fact that Russia is developing its hydropower 
potential at a rate nearly twice that of the United States. Though the Federal 
Power Commission disputes these findings, it is difficult to believe that Senator 
Ellender, one of the few United States citizens who had seen the Russian instal- 
lations at the time, and Major General Itschner, Chief of Engineers of the 
United States Army, whose business it is to be informed on such matters, would 
mislead a Senate committee on so vital an issue. 

On the matter of Russia’s determination to surpass us there can be no ques- 
tion. Khrushchev was quoted in the report just mentioned as having said: 

“We declare war on the United States in peaceful production. * * * We 
will win over the United States. The threat to the United States is not the 
intercontinental missile. We are relentless in this.” 

He has reaffirmed and elaborated his threat. The newspapers were full of it 
just recently. 

In this world situation it would be folly not to press for full and rapid de- 
velopment of our Nation’s hydropower, as well as power from all other avail- 
able sources. Power is the base on which both defense industry and industry 
for peaceful economic expansion to support our growing population depend. 
We dare not let the Soviet bloc surpass us in either. We must have maximum 
power development. 


II. PosstBLE ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF DEVELOPMENT. 


Being convinced that full, multipurpose development of our rivers, and par- 
ticularly the Columbia (which, prior to Alaska’s becoming a State, had 40 
percent of the hydropotential of the country) is mandatory, the question be- 
comes: What is the best means for accomplishing it? What are the possible 
alternatives? 

1. DEVELOPMENT BY SO-CALLED PRIVATE UTILITIES 


Because the raison d’etre of these companies is to earn money for their 
stockholders they cannot undertake multi-purpose projects involving large, non- 
reimbursable expenditures for flood control, reclamation, water pollution control, 
et cetera. Indeed they appear unwilling to undertake full development of the 
river’s potential even in single-purpose projects, witness the underdevelopment 


1Montana State University studies in law. Second Annual Water Resources Confer- 
ence—Perry F. Roys: Montana’s Industrial, Population, Employment Problems and Their 
Relation to Water, at p. 95. 

* Ronan Pioneer, Feb. 7, 1957: Letter by Dennis Dellwo, exhibit A. 
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of Hell’s Canyon by Idaho Power Co., and Montana Power Co.'s proposed under- 
development of the Clark Fork at Buffalo Rapids, which would prevent the 
1 building of Paradise, one of the few remaining large storage sites. 

Furthermore power generated by private companies inevitably costs more. A 
chart presented as exhibit B puts it in terms a layman can understand, the 
amount of power a householder can buy for $5. It is out of date. Apparently 
i Bonneville Power Administration discontinued publishing such things after 
1952. 

The power companies even admit their rates are necessarily higher when 
they are talking to themselves. Reference is made to page 17 of Union Calendar 
No. 59, House Report 312, 85th Congress, Ist session, Mr. Phillips, identified 
on page 16 as “head of Ebasco’s research department’, wrote to Mr. Corette 
on January 30, 1953, that “denationalization” [of TVA] would necessitate a 
rate increase of “from 50 to 60 percent.” 

Interest is a large component of the rate charged to consumers, and private 
utilities cannot borrow at as low an interest rate as can the Federal Govern- 
ment, therefore their rates must of necessity be higher. 


2. DEVELOPMENT BY THE STATE 


Montana does not have the economic resources to undertake projects of the 
magnitude of multipurpose dams. 


8. DEVELOPMENT BY A GROUP OF STATES 


The Interstate Compact Commission, envisioned by some as a method of 
getting rivers put to navigation use, appears to be fruitful only of dissension and 
delay. In our present world situation we cannot wait to see if it can come up 
with something more useful. After writing this I came across the testimony 
of the Governor of Oregon, Hon. Robert D. Holmes, on page 510 of the Senate 
Public Works Committee hearing on S. 3114, which you conducted: 

“But even the most ardent advocates of interstate compacts are slow to sug- 
gest their extension to the establishment of so-called action agencies with 
authority to construct and operate the types of projects characteristically de- 
veloped by the Federal Government in the past * * * after 8 years of 
negotiations * * * we only last week abandoned all hope of it.” 


4. THE PRESENT ADMINISTRATION’S PARTNERSHIP POLICY 


This arrangement, as I understand it, permits the Federal Government to 
build and pay for the dam and store the water for flood control, navigation and 
other nonreimbursable features of a project, while the utility builds the power- 
house, the one revenue-producing feature. So far as I have been able to find 
out this policy never got off the ground. Even otherwise stanch supporters of 
the administration argued forcibly against it. I refer particularly to the debate 
on the Trinity project in California which we followed rather closely in the 
Congressional Record. Public opinion forcibly rejected the idea of turning 
over to a monopoly corporation for the benefit of a relatively small number 
of stockholders, the one profitable feature of a project, current generated from 
the falling water of a river which belongs to the people of the Nation as a 
whole. 

5. FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION OF MULTIPURPOSE DAMS 


There remains Federal construction of multipurpose dams as the one feasible 
method for rapid, full development of the resources of our rivers at the rela- 
tively few, great storage sites. 

This does not in any way preclude development by privately owned profit 
companies of the single-purpose sites on the river. There is plenty of room 
for both, in the Northwest and in Montana. Further, the Corporation is 
charged with the public utility responsibility of fulfilling “the net power needs 
of all members of the public who require its services as a “wholesaler” (sec. 
9, subsec. (a)). This includes the private utilities. They might even be 
able to purchase current from the Corporation for less than they could gen- 
erate it for themselves. 

In addition to furnishing power the utilities wish to buy, the Corporation’s 
dams enable the utilities to generate more power at their own, by furnishing 
upstream storage. Hungry Horse, here in Flathead County, is a good example. 
Montana Power Co. installed a third generator at Kerr Dam as a result of Hun- 
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gry Horse’s storage, so that it now generates approximately 50 percent more 
power—at the cost of installing a generator. Montana Power has also applied 
to the Federal Power Commission for a license to rebuild its dam at Thompson 
Falls to permit it to install greater generating capacity—also thanks to Hungry 
Horse. Upstream storage benefits every dam downriver, public and private 
alike. 





III. ADVANTAGE OF THE COLUMBIA CORPORATION 


To a lay person the chief advantages appear to be three: 

1. Continuous planning for the power requirements of the basin as a whole, 
rather than periodic reports by separate agencies of government. This should 
make possible more orderly development, with projects built in the most ad- 
vantageous sequence. 

2. The corporation method of finance permits it to: 

(a) retain its net earnings and use them for further construction. 

(b) issue revenue bonds with interest at the average cost of money to 
the Treasury. 

(c) receive and use money appropriated to it. 

The way in which it uses these methods and the amounts it can borrow will 
continue to be subject to the will of Congress through provisions of the Cor- 
poration Control Act requiring it to submit an annual report and a budget for 
anticipated needs. The machinery is simplified: action by the Appropriations 
Committee should result in far less delay than the old route of introduction, 
committee hearings, authorization in both Houses, followed perhaps by con- 
ference committee and final action, the whole process to be repeated for ap- 
propriations—each year. The corporation method should hasten full-river 
development. 

3. The easiest, most feasible dams have already been built. There remain 
projects which have, according to the Army Engineers’ preliminary reports, 
benefit cost ratios of better than 1-1. However, because of continuously rising 
construction costs, because some of them are in areas where relocation costs 
would be high, and because the cost of defense has grown so enormously, it 
becomes more and more difficult to secure the large appropriations requisite for 
these projects, even though they are essential to the defense program. 

A corporation’s businesslike method of bookkeeping, where assets are shown 
as well as liabilities, would make clear to the people the real nature of these 
projects. The fact that huge dams already built appear on the books of the 
United States only as items in the national debt is ludicrous. They are revenue- 
producing investments, blue chip investments, for they are more than $76 million 
ahead of schedule in amortization payments. I have long believed that Senator 
Douglas’ suggestion that the Federal budget should be divided into a capital 
account and an expense account, should be implemented by legislation. Surely 
we should not continue to lump payments for the income-producing dams into 
the same account with rocket fuel burned by competing branches of the Defense 
Department in their race to shoot the moon. I am delighted to see that the 
Corporation Act makes a beginning in this direction. 

4. The ability of the corporation to use its net income, and to issue revenue 
bonds should enable the dams to be built according to an engineering schedule. 
Two instances where the will of the Congress was thwarted in this respect come 
to mind. John Day Dam, though started, was put on such a slow schedule by 
the Bureau of the Budget’s niggardly allocations that it will not be completed 
until many years after it could have been finished on the engineers’ timetable. 
Even closer at home is Big Horn Dam (formerly Yellowtail). The President 
vetoed it once. The second time Congress passed the bill, he signed it. How- 
ever, the administration’s “no new starts” policy was carried out by seeing that 
no request for funds got into the budget. 

It would appear, therefore, that the corporation method of finance would en- 
able the country to proceed with its 50-year-old conservation policy which has 
been supported by members of both parties in Congress, with less interference 
from an administration which might attempt to thwart it. 


A RESERVATION 


While I support the bill heartily in principle, and feel that the present bill is 
superior to S. 3114, I believe it would be strengthened by explicit safeguards 
for upstream States. 
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The public-utility responsibility, with which the Corporation is charged in 
section 9, should mean that there will be enough power for everyone. So long 
as this is true—and I hope it would continue to be true always—the preference 
clause and geographic reservation of power would be unused. The witnesses 
who said they were unnecessary because they would be inoperative, surely 
should not be opposed to having them written in to be used in an emergency. 
It is possible that the Congress might fail to approve the Corporation’s budget 
for several years. A shortage could develop. In that event the board would 
decide what is “an unreasonable geographic concentration” of power (p. 22, 
line 2). It would probably be composed of fair-minded men who would make 
an equitable allocation, taking into account the factors they are instructed to 
consider by the remainder of section 9. 

Is that enough safeguard? I believe there are two answers to this question. 
In fact, I think the answer is “Yes”; in many people’s minds, “No”. 

Mr. Chairman, Montana has a small population. It is undeveloped indus- 
trially in comparison with downstream States. The people of western Montana 
have been subjected to a propaganda barrage aimed at making them suspect 
and fear their Government and, next to the Government, the downstream States. 
The object, of course, is to lull them into the belief that “free, creative, private, 
local enterprise’ (which is what our newspapers call utility companies that 
are regulated because they are monopolies), is their protector and benefactor. 
Most people don’t fall for it when they can get the facts. But it is difficult to 
get the facts. So that you will not think this news blackout is just my own 
personal prejudice I attach as exhibit C a reprint from the London Economist 
of September 7, 1957, entitled “Anaconda Country” : 

“* * * the effect has been to leave Montana’s newspaper readers worse in- 
formed about their own affairs than the inhabitants of almost any other State.” 

The blasts against downstream States were particularly frequent and vitriolic 
during the months preceding the Engineers’ hearing on Paradise. The people 
who favored Paradise got together in small groups, in each county in the area 
that would be affected, to discuss what kind of safeguards were necessary. 
We had seen how Flathead County prospered with the reservation of power 
from Hungry Horse. But in Flathead County very little taxable property was 
flooded by the Hungry Horse Reservoir. In contrast, in Lake, Sanders and 
Mineral Counties, the three where flooding from Paradise would occur, both 
real and personal property would be taken from the taxrolls in considerable 
amounts. In Lake County the situation is already bad because of large amounts 
of Indian-owned land which does not pay taxes. After studying the situation 
we sent our recommendations to Senator Murray. He included them in the 
committee print of the Paradise Dam Project Act which the Interior Com- 
mittee released August 22, 1957. 

May I suggest two safeguards from the Paradise bill which I believe would 
be appropriate for the corporation bill and which would increase its acceptabil- 
ity in upstream States. 

1. A specific reservation of power. There is precedent for this in the Hungry 
Horse, Hells Canyon, and the Rivers and Harbors-Flood Control Act of 1958 
(sec. 2(a)). 

2. Payments in lieu of taxes to local governmental units in an amount at 
least equal to their net tax losses due to removal of property from the tax 
pom until such time as the taxable value has regained its original level. 

sec. 9). 

A copy of the Paradise Dam Project Act which includes these and other 
safeguards is attached as exhibit D. 

I am aware that some witnesses said they do not like reservations, because 
it is possible to gain a substantial percentage of firm power by complete freedom 
to use it anywhere in the power grid. However, as I read the report of the 
previous hearing, it was these same witnesses who assured the private utilities 
they need not fear the preference clause, because under the public-utility re- 
sponsibility clause there would be plenty for everybody. 

If there is going to be enough for everybody, we upstream people can say 
we want a specific reservation of power “sitting on the shelf” beside the prefer- 
ence clause ready and waiting in case of need. With such specific safeguards I 
am sure the majority of the residents of western Montana would support the 
Corporation Act, as a large majority now supports the Paradise Act. Without 
them, many people might be fearful, especially with the power companies al- 
ways on hand to stir up dissension and fear. Setting upstream against down- 
stream, the private utilities might be able to kill both bills. 
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Here is a homely analogy. I have a pressure pan that I use constantly. It 
has a safety plug in the cover. In many years of daily use the plug has never 
been called upon to function. But without the plug I would never have bought 
the pan in the first place; nor would I have it in my kitchen now. 

Fear may not be an engineering reality; it is a political reality. 


THE OPPOSITION 


One should not come to a conclusion without hearing both sides. I have read 
the arguments of those who oppose the Corporation in the hearing report and 
in our county weeklies. They vary from the sober testimony of Mr. Delzell, 
to the fantastic, the false, and the demagogic. It is unnecessary to answer 
them here, though I think each one can be answered without difficulty. A few 
specimens will show why. 

Mr. Murphy, the representative of the Governor of Montana, among many 
unfounded assertions, makes the statement that the “door is open to transform 
Montana into an inland lake” (p. 534, hearing report). One would think Mr. 
Murphy, though not an engineer, would recognize the difficulty of submerging so 
many high mountain ranges. Had he said 0.8 of 1 percent of western Mon- 
tana he would have been more nearly accurate (exhibit FE). 

Nobody is fooled or impressed by such hyperbole. It does not enhance the 
prestige of our State administration. 

The opposition dwells on taxes with varying degrees of disregard for the 
truth. They reiterate ad nauseam, “Dams are a burden to the taxpayers.” 

Calling public dams socialism is another favorite way the opposition tries to 
queer public power and sméar any who support it. 

I will not duplicate the testimony of other witnesses by further elaboration. 

Naturally one speculates on the source of this propaganda campaign and how 
it is financed. Reference is made to three documents presented herewith as 
exhibits. 

In the course of the Niagara Seaway debate Senator Lehman described what 
he called an avalanche of propaganda (exhibit BE). His description fits almost 
perfectly what happened here in connection with the Army Engineers’ hearing 
on Paradise in October 1957, and the “avalanche” that has been blanketing the 
region in recent weeks on the Columbia Corporation bill. 

Item 2, appendix IV of the third report of the House Government Operations 
Committee, dated March 21, 1957, contains on page 65, 66, and 67 a speech by 
P. D. Brooks, delivered at the Ebasco presidents’ meeting in New York, in De- 
cember 1952. The title is “Public Relations on a Regional Basis.” Mr. 
Brooks describes how to put on a propaganda campaign with a central policy 
committee, a working staff on company time freed from other duties and in 
company offices, preparation of releases, speeches, exhibits, employee “educa- 
tion,” formation of a speakers committee composed of company personnel, se- 
curing of resolutions, et cetera (exhibit G). 

Ebasco has had 6 years to perfect its techniques since then. 

The third document is a copy of a Federal Power Commission Opinion No. 59, 
on its investigation of political expenditures by west coast utilities. Though out 
of date it is relevant, particularly because the last section reports that the com- 
panies in question stated their intention to continue the same practices. 

Isn’t it about time for another such investigation? 


Senator Neusercer. The proponents have 5 more minutes in this 
sequence of their time, and I understand the next witness is Mr. Eu- 
gene Pike. Mr. Pike. 

Mr. Manonry. We would like to change our order, if we may. 
We have a different witness. 

Senator Neusercer. All right, any order you desire is perfectly 
agreeable with us. 


STATEMENT OF MONDELL BENNETT, HAUGAN, MONT. 


Mr. Benner. Senator Neuberger, members of the committee, 
friends and neighbors of Montana, my name is Mondell Bennett. I 
live at Haugan, Mont., in Mineral County. I am proud to be serving 
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as one of the county commissioners of Mineral County, and further 
proud to be currently serving as chairman of that body. 

As a means of qualifying myself for the statements I am about to 
make, I should like to tell you that I feel I have contacted quite closely 
the people of Mineral County, and I know pretty well how they feel. 

I have lived in Mineral County for a little over 10 years and in 
western Montana the better part of the time since 1928. In the past 
10 years, during which time I have built my own business, I have 
come to look on Mineral County especially as an area which should 
amount to much more than just a beautiful spot for tourists to drive 
through during 3 or 4 months of the summer, dropping a few dollars 
at service stations, motels, and a few other services, and hear these 
tourists declare, “Oh, my, isn’t it beautiful!” Then off they go down 
the highway with nothing to encourage them to remain, or to support 
them, even though some of them might wish they could make that 
beautiful valley their home. 

I have learned to my surprise and chagrin that a handful of busi- 
nessmen, most all of them belonging to the same diehard political 
party, some of whom are here today, over here on the wrong side of 
the aisle as usual, want to keep it just that way. They want nothing 
to occur in Mineral County which will interfere with what they feel 
is their private monopoly right to control the patronage and think- 
ing of the people of Mineral County. They want nothing to occur 
which might eventually present itself as direct business competition 
or interfere with what they feel is their right to have their cake and 
cut it and eat it as they see fit, and to hell with everybody else. Even 
a controlled press is on their side. 

Like some other areas in western Montana, Mineral County people 
live under a condition of perpetually mild to serious economic depres- 
sion. Until the Diamond Match Co., now known as the Diamond- 
Gardner Corp., moved into Mineral County, we could boast of no 
large-scale industry. We are dependent largely on a limited lumber 
industry. The Diamond-Gardner people have been a great boost to 
us as a means of broadening our tax base; and we hope and pray 
that other new industry may be attracted to our area. The two rail- 
roads running through our county pay 83 percent of our total tax 
revenue. Were we to lose one railroad, Mineral County would be 
hard pressed to continue to exist as a governmental unit. Our county 
welfare load is not prohibitive, even though heavy, because when a 
man. loses his job he packs up and moves out. 

Like many other areas in western Montana, Mineral County has 
been abundantly blessed with natural gifts. We have water, being 
daily wasted by the river load; we have timber, not yet being used to 
anywhere near an amount commensurate with production; we have 
vast ore deposits, still untouched; we have the two railroads and a 
major transcontinental highway running the length of the county. In 
spite of these blessings, there isn’t a county in the great State of 
Montana which has so little to show for it. What we do stand in 
tragic need of is more low-cost electric power as a “welcome mat” to 
new industry in western Montana. 

Just how long dare we stand idly by, permitting our great rivers to 
be flushed, unwanted, and unused out of the State? We must use 
our water or lose our water. Just how long dare we indulge in this 
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un-American and flagrant waste of the most precious and valuable 
gift of all? We dare not wait until private monopoly power com- 
panies may choose, in 10, 20, or 50 years from now, to build a few 
piddle puddle run-of-the-river power generating units on a stritcly 
“ring the cash register” basis. A vice president, a Mr. Sam B. Chase, 
of the Montana Power Co., has told me with his own lips that his 
company does not contemplate or plan that in Mineral County now, 
or in the foreseeable future, and I quote from my notes now, “until 
consumption would seem to warrant such.” 

Then I say let us start from the other end; let us start at the real 
grass roots; let the people of Montana and the Pacific Northwest 
work together toward producing this necessary low-cost adequate 
power and get our “house in order” to receive a natural influx of new 
industry, with resultant wealth and prosperity and opportunity for 
all the people, and not for a chosen few; and especially for our chil- 
dren, too many of whom we are losing to other States in their search 
for security and opportunity. 

If only in the light of what our chief foreign political adversaries 
are doing with respect to river and power development, we dare not 
wait longer. Again, we must use our water or lose our water. 

We can correct this wanton waste, and if we really want to retain 
“Montana water for Montana people,” as the opposition plaintively 
cries, let us insure the acceptance and inauguration of the Columbia 
C orpor ation bill in principle. 

Senator Neuberger, may my name be added to those other numer- 
our and loyal:Montanans who will support this bill in principle? To 
me it is not a question as to whether or not this bill should be ac- 
cepted and become a means of strengthening our local and national 
economy, but it is rather a question of how soon, how soon ¢ 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Commissioner Bennett. 

The opponents of the bill now have 20 minutes before we take a 
recess at lunch, and I want to say for the information of the pro- 
ponents that the next time they have a sequence of time, it will be for 
25 minutes, rather than half an hour, inasmuch as they went over 5 
minutes, this time. We do want to be fair. The opponents now have 
20 minutes. 

Mr. Doyle, won’t you go ahead and present your testimony ¢ 

This is Mr. Stanley M. Doyle. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY M. DOYLE, ELMO ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVE, POLSON PLYWOOD CO., AND FLATHEAD LAKERS 


Mr. Doyur. Senator, I would like to have the record show that I 
represent the Elmo Cooperative Association, the Polson Plywood, 
and the Flathead Lakers, a nonprofit organization having a member- 
ship of approximately 500 citizens owning property south of the 
reservation line in Lake County. 

Dear Senator: The Elmo Electric Cooperative Association, Inc., is a Montana 
corporation operating in Lake and Sanders Counties, Mont. The corporation 
pays county, State, and Federal taxes on its transmission lines and personal 
property. The corporation operates wholly within the exterior boundaries of 
the Flathead Indian reservation. 
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Approximately 53 percent of the land area within Lake County is owned by 
the Flathead Tribe and is exempt from tax, leaving the 47 percent of landowners 
in fee simple to pay all of the taxes for the administration of Lake County. 
As a direct result of this situation, beyond the taxpayers control by reason of 
congressional apathy, this 47 percent of taxpayers are confronted each year 
with an oppressive increasing tax burden. Likewise, Lake County is in dire 
financial difficulty lacking money to adequately build and maintain needed 
secondary roads and many other absolute essentials for its citizens. 

If Senate bill No. 3114 were to pass, it presupposes the building of a multiple- 
purpose dam either at Paradise or some site contiguous thereto. Such a dam 
in Lake County, Mont., would remove from the tax rolls another 12,000 acres 
of valuable farmland, would deprive the county of a yearly revenue of $72,000 
from the Northern Pacific Railway. Actuarily stated, it would mean that Lake 
County could not exist as a county. We would become a part of either Fliat- 
head or Missoula County in order to survive. 

The Elmo Cooperative, cognizant of the 10th amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States of America which reads: “The powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are re 
served to the States respectively, or to the people,” cannot agree that Congress 
has the right to forever destroy our county government, for the tax-free benefit 
of the States of Oregon, Washington, and California. 

We oppose, without reservation, this proposed legislation that would rape the 
sovereign State of Montana of two of its greatest natural resources, water 
and tax money, leaving us at the mercy of a political oligarchy. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ELMo ELectric CooPpERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
MELVILLE MeEuuI, President, Proctor, Mont. 


I likewise hand you, Senator, for the record, a protest from the 
Polson Plywood Co., and likewise a protest from the Flathead Lakers, 
Inc. 

I would also like to have the record show that I do not own any 
stock of the Montana Power or any other power company. Neither 
do I represent them in any legal capacity. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doytz. Thank you, Senator. 

(The letters follow: 


PoLson PLywoop Co., INc., 
Polson, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Re Senate bill 3114. 


Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
U. 8. Senator for Oregon, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: The Polson Plywood Co., a Montana corporation, is a million 
doliar pilot plant located at Polson, Lake County, Mont. It is presently the 
largest employer in Lake County. Fifty-five cents of every dollar earned by the 
company is segregated for the payment of the many Federal taxes under which 
we labor. 

The company uses large amounts of electrical energy in its operation. 

The company is aware that as the result of so-called public power, our tax 
money is being used to give to one-fiftieth of the Nation, tax-free electrical 
energy. The cost thus far of this “public power” to the Nation’s taxpayer has 
been in the approximate amount of $514 billion. Should this proposed Senate 
bill and other like legislation become law, the resulting cost of the taxpayer and 
private enterprise would probably exceed $8 billion. 

A review of TVA discloses that over 100 business ventures, other than that of 
producing electrical energy, were and are operated by the Government on that 
socialistic project. This proposed Senate bill would ultimately result in the 
identical situation in this area. 

This company, paying over $100,000 in taxes in a full operating year, cannot 
compete with a Government tax-free competitor. It would destroy the company 
business, make valueless the investment of our stockholders, and remove all 
vestige of free enterprise. 

The Polson Plywood Co. unalterably opposes this proposed legislation. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Gru Tippy, President. 


tek 
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FLATHEAD LAKERS, INC., 
Polson, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Re Senate bill 3114. 
Hon. RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator for Oregon, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are a nonprofit Montana corporation composed of approxi- 
mately 500 individual property owners of land abutting Flathead Lake, south 
of the Flathead Indian Reservation north line in Lake County, Mont. 

We are associated together for the express purpose of protecting our invest- 
ment against any confiscatory legislation by either State or Federal authority or 
any of the multiple subdivisions of that authority. 

Our membership represents individual investment of homes and recreational 
facilities in excess of a million dollars. 

In the 20 years last past there has been and still is a well-organized, financed 
effort to raise Flathead Lake from 10 to 25 feet. To do this, would be to irrepa- 
rably ruin our investment and way of life. 

Contemplating the asinine and incompetent engineering errors that were 
made in the construction of Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse Dams, structures 
that will never have adequate Montana water until other billions of taxpayers’ 
money is ‘diverted to correct these engineering abortions, we feel that the pro- 
posed legislation, if it becomes law, will of necessity, cause the raising of Flat- 
head Lake. 

We, therefore, vigorously oppose this proposed legislation or any like law. 

Passed and approved, by the board of directors this 6th day of December 
1958, at Polson, Mont. Z 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
By Keita E. BYINGTON, 
Secretary. 

Senator Nrupercer. Who is the next witness for the ee 
Mr. Keller is listed, but there have been names on the list who did not 
appear, and vice versa. 

Mr. Keller, won’t you be seated and present your testimony ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. SWEETLAND, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. SweerLanp. Senator Neuberger, my name is William B. Sweet- 
land. I am editor and publisher of the Daily Interlake in Kalispell. 
I understand Mr. Keller had to go back to the office. 

Senator Neupercer. I am going to stop trying to follow this list 
and just let you people come up, because I hate to identify people in- 
correctly, but we have to follow the list that was given to us. 

Mr. Sweettanp. Thank you, sir. I have come here this morning 
to represent myself, primarily, and I had written previous to the 
hearing for an opportunity to appear and I thank you, Senator, and 
your staff, for this opportunity. 

The Kalispell Kiwanis Club, in a regular meeting, passed a resolu- 
tion opposing the proposed Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion. It isa rather lengthy resolution and I just quote one part of it: 

Whereas such legislation is deemed to be detrimental to the people of the 
State of Montana and the rights of the State of Montana over its fish and 
wildlife, recreation and water resource development: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Kiwanis Club, Kalispell, Mont., does hereby oppose the 
enactment of Senate bill 3114, or any other measure of similar nature which 
would authorize a Columbia Valley Development Corporation or Authority, and 


vest in that body the responsibility for water-resource control in the Pacific 
Northwest. 


That resolution is signed by A. N. Ridley, president, Kiwanis Club, 
Kalispell, Mont. 
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I have also, in answer to a request of mine, a letter from Roland R. 
Renne, president of the Montana State College, Bozeman, Mont., and 
chairman of the water resources committee of the American Associa- 
tion of Land Grant Colleges and State Universities. 

I will not read his rather lengthy letter, to save time, but he de- 
velops the thought that now is not the time to proceed with any type 
of legislation patterned after the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration, because he believes that a study of the entire U.S. water 
resources should be achieved before that time. 

I have been requested to appear before this hearing on behalf of the 
Flathead Citizens Committee to present views and comments of that 
group relating to the proposed creation of a Columbia Valley Devel- 
opment Corporation. 

The Flathead Citizens Committee is formed for the purpose of, and 
dedicated to full development of all natural resources in the Flathead 
area, and the Pacific Northwest. To that end, the committee pre- 
viously has served well in projects affecting this and the adjacent 
region. The most significant achievement being the role of the Flat- 
head Citizens Committee in the Hungry Horse Dam project. 

The Flathead Citizens Committee is a group of residents of Flat- 
head County, Mont., representing diverse political parties, faiths, and 
creeds. There are no restrictions imposed upon membership in the 
committee, except that members shall be residents of Flathead 
County area. 

Officers and directors of Flathead Citizens Committee include: Dr. 
T. B. Moore, Kalispell, chairman; Con Lundgren, West Glacier; 
James Murphy, Kalispell; Bob Gatiss, Creston; Dr. H. W. C. New- 
berry, Evergreen; E. L. Sliter, Somers; Lloyd Fagerland, rural 
Whitefish ; Pat Kelly, Columbia Falls; and Sam Frederickson, White- 
fish, all directors. 

At a special meeting of the committee in Kalispell, Thursday, De- 
cember 4, 1958, the board of directors and officers of the committee 
presented to the membership an outline of points strongly opposing 
consideration or enactment of any form of legislation that would 
lead to establishment of a Columbia Valley Development Corporation, 
or any other measure of a similar nature that would vest in a single 
corporate body the responsibility for water-resource control in the 
Pacific Northwest. The membership approved unanimously the ac- 
tion of the directors. 

Presented for consideration were these points in opposition to the 
proposed Development Corporation : 

1. Montana’s State rights to water would be subjugated to the 
rights of the regional authority. 

2. The Board (5-member governing board of the proposed corpo- 
ration) would not be subject to the will of the people. 

3. It creates another strata of Government, and it takes away part 
of Federal Government and State Government authority. 

4. It takes over power reserved for States in management of fish 
and game. 

5. We can achieve full development under existing agencies with- 
out turning development over to an Authority. 

6. We do not approve of giving any individual or any group of men 
authoritative control over any region or area. 


et 
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We are appreciative that the esteemed Public Works Committee of 
the United States Senate has seen fit to conduct field prin ot in an 
attempt to determine sentiment of residents of the area regarding 
the proposed Columbia River Dev elopment Corpor: ici We wish 
to emphasize, however, our unqualified opposition to such a pro- 
posal, and respectfully ‘request that the proposal be withdrawn from 
further action in the Congress of the United States. 

I ask that be made part of the record. 

Senator Neusercer. Without objection, all of these resolutions 
will be made part of the record. 

(The following letter was subsequently received from Dr. Moore, 
chairman of the Flathead Citizens Committee :) 


KALISPELL, Mont., December 23, 1958. 
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to compliment you on the way in which you 
handled the hearing in Kalispell on December 11. 

There was a great deal of misunderstanding and controversy manifest by the 
opponents of your plan for the development of the Columbia River. This was 
brought about by several factors. Namely, suppression of news and distortion 
of facts by our various news sources, and the fact that here in northwestern 
Montana we have been, several times before, the interested parties in these hear- 
ings concerning our waters. 

We feel very strongly that source development of the Columbia River is long 
overdue and most urgent at this time. Namely, and in this order: 

1. Start and completion of the Libby Dam in northwestern Montana, fol- 
lowed by 

2. Glacier View Dam on the North Fork of the Flathead River, 

3. And last the start and completion of the Paradise Dam in southwestern 
Montana. 

In this order, because we believe the Libby project to be the key one, which 
stands preeminent in the whole system, with its many multiple purposes and 
the greatest downstream benefits of any of the current projects, with the least 
hurt to the least people and the greatest benefit to the most. 

The Canadian objections can be readily adjudicated by early spring of this 
coming year by the following: Allowing the small Canadian towns in the area 
to have 10,000 kilowatts out of the Libby project when it is completed at the 
2 to 3 mill per kilowatt charge, and by showing our approval for their Micah 
Creek project when they plan to build it. 

In short, Senator Neuberger, we hope you are able to change and modify your 
S. 2206 and 8S. 3114, so that in 1959 we can all go ahead with the great and 
good development of the Columbia River. 

Also, Senator Neuberger, if there is trouble with the passage of this legisla- 
tion, it is our thought that we must start the construction of the great Libby 
project in northwestern Montana as soon as possible. 

Enclosed please find a letter, from the people of Bonners Ferry, Idaho, which 
we would like incorporated in the record. 

Wishing you a very Merry Christmas and the compliments of the season, I am 

Very truly yours, 
T. B. Moors, M.D. 


BONNERS FERRY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Bonners Ferry, Idaho, December 9, 1958. 
Mr. T. B. Moore, M.D., 
Chairman, Flathead Valley Citizens’ Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR Mr. Moore: We wish to thank you for your invitation to attend a hearing 
on the development of the Pacific Northwest in Kalispell December 11. We are 
certain that this hearing is similar in nature to the one being held in Coeur 
d’Alene, Idaho, December 10 to which we will have a representative to present 
our viewpoints. 
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We do want to take this opportunity to thank you for the very fine support 
given us in the fight for the Libby Dam not only by your organization but by the 
untiring efforts of your fine Senator Mike Mansfield. Not only does this or- 
ganization feel this way but the entire population of the Kootenai Valley in- | 
cluding the Creston Valley in British Columbia. The Libby Dam of course 
would be a great benefit to the people in this area. 

We have fought for this dam since 1948 and now feel that with support from 
our neighboring States the construction program should not be too far off. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEE MAHLER, Secretary. 


| Mr. Sweettann. Thank you. 
| I have a personal statement also in opposition to the bill, and it 
| is rather lengthy and I will just paraphrase it. 
| Senator Neupercer. As yousee fit. 
Mr. Sweetianp. I do not wish to establish myself or qualify myself 
to any extent as an expert in the water-resource development or in 
the water-resource field, but I do believe that my interest and concern 
in this field have led me to some basic observations in the orderly 
planning and development of water and related resources. 
In the first place, the wishes of the people residing in any specific 
area are first to be considered with any project affecting their welfare 
and that of the Nation. While we realize that our interests are 
contiguous, or should be, with other people in other States, we would 
like to have our own wishes respected first, and that is a natural 
thing. 
That Congress, albeit ponderous and slow-moving, is the appropriate 
governmental agency for final determination in establishment of any 
public works project, and that private industry, working with already 
established agencies of State and Federal Government, is doing a 
remarkable ‘cb of development of resources in the Pacific Northwest. 
I believe that we should have greater assurance of our State’s rights, | 
and in return, have benefits that are developed in multi-purpose dams | 
or similar projects. That, too, though, can be done through existing 
framework of Federal and State executive and legislative channels. 
Certainly, we recognize that there is a need and demand for appro- 
priate Federal projects and that, under some circumstances, it 1s the 
responsibility of the Federal Government to recognize that need 
and go ahead with the development, and that is in development of 
the water resources, particularly in the fields of navigation, flood 
control, and reclamation. This responsibility, I believe, can best be 
met through cooperation of appropriate existing Federal agencies 
and private business and industrial groups and individuals. For | 
example, the Northwest Power Pool. 
I don’t think that any of my conclusions are arbitrary. I have made 
a résumé or scanned the hearings that were held in Washington last 
May and, of course, I can’t remember it in detail, but I did pick out 
of that part of the testimony given by Kinsey Robinson, president of 
Washington Water Power, and Mr. Delzell, who is chairman of the 
Portland General Electric, enough to substantiate that statement of 
mine that I believe private industry is doing a remarkable job. 
Senator, I do not wish to use the hearing as a sounding board for 
personal views in opposition to previous testimony, but I believe I 
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would be remiss, as a newspaperman, if I did not 
Senator Neupercer. You may use the time as you see fit. 
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Mr. Sweettanp. For the record say—for Mrs. Logan and Joe 
Crosswhite and for the benefit of the record—all newspapers in Mon- 
tana are not owned or controlled to any degree by the Anaconda Co. 
or any other private corporation or public agency in the State or, 
for that matter, in the Nation. I speak specifically for the Daily 
Interlake, a Kalispell product. That is not for advertising purposes, 
either. ; 

Thank you, Senator. We appreciate very much that you came into 
the field to hear us, and if we can do something to help you here, we 
are ready. 

Senator Neuspercer. Thank you, Mr. Sweetland. I am glad you 
mentioned the fact that we came into the field to hear your views. 
That has not been emphasized before, and it is very important. 

I certainly think that these Senate hearings at the grassroots are a 
public service. Many people who have been heard today and will be 
con this afternoon do not have the opportunity to come to Washing- 
ton, D.C. Therefore, we try to take a little bit of Washington, D.C., 
out here to Kalispell or Coeur d’Alene or Portland or Seattle, and I 
am glad you mentioned that fact. 

Mr. SweerLaNp. Senator, I would also like to make the statement 
now that the press, as I know it, is presenting both sides of this very 
controversial question in Montana, and I think that, speaking for my 
own paper and for myself, I know that each side has had every oppor- 
tunity to get their views presented to the public through our medium. 
Some have not taken advantage of that. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Sweetland. 

Mr. SweetLanp. Thank you. 

(The resolution, letter, and statement follow :) 

Whereas a hearing is to be held in Kalispell, Mont., by the Senate Committee 
on Public Works concerning a revision of Senate bill 3114 to create a Columbia 
Valley Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas, such legislation, if enacted, would create a Federal Corporation in 
the Pacific Northwest to operate on a regional basis without reference to State 
lines or State rights, and would give to a board, created by the Federal Govern- 
ment and appointed by the President, broad powers over the water resources of 
the State of Montana, and the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas, such legislation would deprive the State of Montana of any right 
to participate in the planning of water resources development in the Pacific 
Northwest, and the restriction of the powers of the fish and game department 
of the State of Montana as related to Montana waters, and would jeopardize 
the control of the waters of the State of Montana by the people of Montana; and 

Whereas, such legislation is deemed to be detrimental to the people of the 
State of Montana and the rights of the State of Montana over its fish and 
wildlife, recreation and water resource development: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the Kiwanis Club, Kalispell, Mont., does hereby oppose the 
enactment of Senate bill 3114, or any other measure of similar nature which 
would authorize a Columbia Valley Development Corporation or authority, 
and vest in that body the responsibility for water-resource control in the Pacific 
Northwest ; be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be authenticated by the signature of the 
president of this group, and copies of the resolution be presented at the hearing 
of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate at Kalispell, Mont., on 
December 11, 1958, and copies be sent to all members of said committee, to 


all Members of Congress from the State of Montana, and to the Governor of the 
State of Montana. 


A. N. RIDLEy, 
President, Kiwanis Club, Kalispell, Mont. 





; 


1116 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


MONTANA STATE COLLEGE, 
Bozeman, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Mr. W. B. SWEETLAND, 
Editor, the Daily Inter Lake, Kalispell, Mont. 


DeEaR Mr. SWEETLAND: The attached statement has been prepared for your 
use in connection with the hearings that are to be held in Kalispell next week 
on Senate bill 3114. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rotanp R. RENNE, President. 


STATEMENT OF ROLAND R. RENNE, PRESIDENT, MONTANA STATE COLLEGE, BozEMAN, 
MonrT., AND CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE OF THE AMERICAN ASSO- 
CIATION OF LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND STATE UNIVERSITIES 


The American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Universities, 
representing some 68 major institutions located in every State in the Union, of 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii, has gone on record as endorsing the recommendations 
of the Presidential Advisory Committee, transmitted to the Congress by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower on January 17, 1956. At its November 1958, annual meeting, 
the association went on record as urging the Federal Government to adopt major 
organization and policy recommendations of this report as a “package” through 
passage of the necessary legislation. 

This “package” legislation includes the following : 

(1) To establish a position of Coordinator of Water Resources to provide 
Presidential direction to agency coordination and to establish principles, stand- 
ards and procedures for planning and development of water resources projects ; 

(2) To create an independent board of review to analyze the engineering 
and economic feasibility of projects and report to the President through the 
coordinator ; 

(3) To organize river basin water-resources committees with a permanent 
chairman appointed by the President and with membership comprised of repre- 
sentatives of all Federal Departments and States concerned; and 

(4) To establish a permanent Federal Inter-Agency Committee composed of 
the principle policymaking officials of the Departments concerned. 

In the face of the starting population growth of the United States and pros- 
pects of continued growth and greatly increased water needs, the failure of the 
Federal Government to take needed action to effectively carry out the basic 
organization and policy recommendations contained in the report of the Presi- 
dential Advisory Committee is dangerous to the best interests of the Nation’s 
growth and strength. 

Before individual water-development projects or special purpose projects, such 
as that provided for in S. 3114 to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to 
establish the Columbia River Development Corporation, are approved by Con- 
gress, the Federal Government should do first things first. The first thing that 
should be done is to establish the National Board of Review on which representa- 
tives of all inajor water uses would sit so that the appraisal of specific water- 
development and water-use project proposals would get the over-all evaluation 
and consideration needed in the national interest. 

Since 1949, four major bodies have approved the organization recommenda- 
tions made by the Presidential Advisory Committee, including the National Board 
of Review. These are: 

(1) The Presidential Water Resources Policy Committee of 1950; 

(2) The First Hoover Committee on Governmental Reorganization of 1949; 

(3) The Second Hoover Committee on Governmental Reorganization of 1955; 
and 

(4) The Committee on Intergovernmental Relations of 1955. 

These recommendations have also been approved by the following organiza- 
tions, in addition to the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State 
Universities, (1) The Engineers Joint Council; (2) The National Water Con- 
servation Conference; (3) U.S. Chamber of Commerce; (4) National Reclamation 
Association; (5) American Waterworks Association, and others. 

In the national interest, it would seem wise to postpone action on individual 
project proposals, such as 8. 3114, until the necessary coordinating legislation 
indicated above is enacted. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. SWEETLAND, EprtorR-PUBLISHER, THE DAILY INTERLAKE, 
KALISPELL, MONT. 


I am William B. Sweetland, citizen of Flathead County, Mont., and a resident of 
Kalispell, Mont., for the past 344 years. 

It has been my privilege to become interested in and concerned with water 
resource development in the Pacific Northwest during that period of residence 
in the area. I have attended meetings of the Columbia Compact Commission, 
the Columbia-Missouri River Interagency Commission, and hearings conducted 
by the U.S. Corps of Engineers on various projects affecting the Pacific Northwest, 
and a portion of the hearings on S. 3114 and 2206 in Washington, D.C. 

While I do not wish to establish myself, or qualify myself to any extent as 
an expert in any element concerned with water-resource development, I do 
believe that my interest in this instance has enabled me to observe some basic 
principles leading to orderly planning and development of water and related 
resources. 

1. First, the wishes of the people residing in any specific area are paramount 
in consideration of any project affecting their welfare, and that of the Nation. 

2. That Congress, albeit ponderous and slow moving, is the appropriate 
governmental agency for final determination in establishment of any public 
works project, if the wishes of the people of any specific area, and the United 
States, are to be heard and respected. 

8. That private industry, working with the already established agencies of 
State and Federal Government, is doing a remarkable job of development of 
resources in the Pacific Northwest. I believe that greater assurance of State 
and Federal rights over water and other resources must be developed, through 
the existing framework of Federal and State executive and legislative channels. 

4. That there is need and demand for appropriate Federal projects, and that 
under some circumstances, it is the responsibility of the Federal Government to 
recognize need for development of water resources, particularly in the fields of 
navigation, flood control, and reclamation. The responsibility, I believe, can 
best be met through cooperation of appropriate existing Federal agencies and 
private business and industrial groups and individuals (i.e., the Northwest 
Power Pool). 

One cannot be arbitrary in reaching some conclusions. However, I believe 
the conclusion relating to development of water and related resources in the 
Pacific Northwest is on solid ground. As an instance, I cite the progress that 
has been made through existing Government agencies working alone and in 
cooperation with private business in the Pacific Northwest. This is revealed in a 
portion of information furnished by Kinsey M. Robinson, president of the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co. of Spokane in testimony before a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, in Washington, D.C., May 21, 22, and 
23, and June 5, 1958. Mr. Robinson said, and I quote: 

“* * * We have made a lot of progress. In 1950 the western group of the 
Northwest Power Pool had installed capacity of 3,450,000 kilowatts. In 1958 
we have total installed capacity of 7,803,000 kilowatts, and an additional 
6,060,000 kilowatts under construction or licensed. In 1950 the Pacific North- 
west Utilities Conference Committee, which represents both governmental and 
private power bodies, said to Congress, as had been said since the end of the war: 

“This conference committee has submitted statements to the Congress annually 
at this time of year to show that there is a power shortage, continuing shortage 
in the area; that there is a serious economic impact on the area due to the 
deficiency of power ; and that the utilities themselves are utilizing every resource 
available to meet increasing loads with vastly overburdened generating and 
distributing capabilities. 

“Today we are in a position. to present to Congress a picture of progress and 
achievement. In the winter of 1949-50, as the statement to which I referred 
noted, the winter peakload of the western group of the power pool was 3,594,000 
kilowatts, and that peakload was carried only by limitation on load and an 
overburdening of generating facilities. The following winter it proved necessary 
to extensively curtail loads. 

“In the west group of the Northwest Power Pool there are 20 projects under 
construction, major additions to existing projects or under license, which will 
increase the area’s installed capacity by 6,060,000 kilowatts. Of this total, 
2,575,000 kilowatts are in six Federal projects and 3,485,000 kilowatts are in 14 
private and public agency projects. The costs associated with these projects 
amount to approximately $2,300 million, of which $800 million has been expended 
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and $1,500 million will be required to complete them. The Federal Government 
portion amounts to $1,250 million and the private and public agencies portion 
$1,050 million. Of the Government’s portion $525 million has been spent, with 
$725 million to complete the Federal projects. The private and public agencies 
have spent $275 million and must spend $775 million more to bring their 
projects to completion. These will all have been completed by 1963 except 
Mossyrock, which is scheduled for completion in 1965, and John Day in 1968. 

“The maximum west group peakload to date has been 7,300,000 kilowatts and 
in 1963-64, a year for which we now have under construction facilities that will 
carry our loads, our peakload is estimated to be 11 million kilowatts. The 
responsibilities of private agencies and the local public agencies to their 
customers have been met most handsomely, and we have underway plans for 
new projects which, given reasonable cooperation, assure that the Northwest 
need no longer be called a power-short area.” 

Also testifying before the subcommittee in this regard was Thomas W. 
Delzell, chairman of the board of Portland General Electric Co., Portland, Oreg. 
His testimony, in part, revealed : 

“Because of a record-breaking construction program, largely begun during the 
past 7 years, the Pacific Northwest, including the area served by PGE, can look 
forward to an era of abundant power supply for at least the next 6% years. This 
is highly important since we have had to talk in terms of a real or threatened 
power shortage for so many years. 

“This tremendous step forward has been made possible by the joint efforts 
of the electric systems which provide service to the Pacific Northwest. 

“All told there is licensed or scheduled for construction by non-Federal 
agencies over 4,515,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric capacity and an additional 
450,000 kilowatts of steam capacity by Utah Light & Power Co. In addition, 
the United States, acting through the Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation, is building 2,757,000 kilowatts of power. This hydroelectric 
construction program involving 7,272,000 kilowatts is the largest ever under- 
taken in any area in the United States. 

“To sum up, the Pacific Northwest is now in better shape powerwise than it 
has ever been. The Pacific Northwest is no longer a ‘shortage’ area. An 
example of this is the increased activity on the part of PGE and other utilities 
in the region to promote industrial development. We are actively seeking new 
industries, and one of our selling points is the availability of low-cost hydro 
power.” 

I realize that these statements deal only with hydro power development, but 
it is implict that other water-resource development benefits go hand in hand 
with hydro power projects, particularly in the multipurpose, Federal-private, 
and Federal installations. 

I realize, too, that the figures and facts quoted by the gentlemen in their expert 
testimony probably are out of date at this time. I cite them only as substance 
for belief that water-resource development in the Pacific Northwest is proceeding 
on a satisfactory, if not spectacular, basis. 

I do not believe it is possible for any man or any group of men, other than 
the U.S. Congress, through the cooperation of and through information furnished 
by already existing Federal agencies, to determine the feasibility of water- 
resource projects in the Pacific Northwest. At least, we do not want to surrender 
to that possibility. 

We recognize that there must be made avilable every opportunity for develop- 
ment of the Pacific Northwest. We do not want to adopt a dog-in-the-manger or 
head-in-the-sand attitude. We are fully aware of our responsibilities as citizens 
to lend every effort toward orderly and planned development of every natural 
resource for ourselves and for the region and the Nation. 

We recognize, too, that Congress and State lawmaking bodies have a 
tremendous responsibility in establishment of laws and equities that will make 
full development of water resources possible. In this category we include 
navigation, flood control, reclamation, hydroelectric power, fish, game, and 
wildlife management, irrigation, and any other benefit that might accrue from 
such development. 

To this end we pledge our collective and individual efforts in support of pro- 
posals that will bring about this development. We respectfully suggest, however, 
to members of this committee that means other than the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation be exercised to provide this development. 
However, for the record, and for the present, at least, we are satisfied that 
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proper and adequate development is being made possible through the joint 
efforts of existing Government agencies and business organizations. 

We are grateful to the members of the Committee on Public Works of the 
U.S. Senate for this opportunity to appear at this hearing to permit insertion 
of our thinking in the record of these hearings in the Pacific Northwest. We 
are hopeful that our suggestions and comments will prove helpful to the com- 
mittee; and while we are cognizant of the abilities and talents of the illustrious 
Senators whose names appear in the proposed draft of legislation for a Columbia 
River Development Corporation, we are sincere in our desire that the proposed 
legislation be withdrawn from congressional consideration. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILLIAM B. SWEETLAND. 

KALISPELL, Mont. 


Senator Neusercer. The opponents have 5 more minutes in this 
sequence, or 7 more minutes. Who is the next opponent of the bill who 
desires to be heard? 

While the gentleman is coming up, I want to read a telegram from 
the senior Senator from Montana, the Honorable James E. Murray. 
It is addressed to Senator Richard Neuberger: 


Regret schedule does not permit my attending your Kalispell hearing on 
Columbia Basin Development Corporation. May I extend a welcome to you 
and my appreciation for your scheduling this important hearing in Montana. I 
know that under your competent leadership subcommittee will gather information 
valuable to us in Congress. 

JAMES E, Murray, U.S. Senate. 


I also want to read a letter from Senator Mike Mansfield, expressing 

his regrets at being unable to attend this hearing: 
U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
December 5, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, Committee on 
Public Works, Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR Mr, CHAIRMAN: Let me take this means of welcoming you and the mem- 
bers of the staff of the Senate Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and 
Harbors to the Nation’s Treasure State, Montana. 

It is with regret that I cannot attend this important hearing in Kalispell, in 
view of the fact that you are considering proposals of great interest to our State; 
but, as you know, I am attending the sessions of the United Nations in New 
York as a delegate from the United States. 

At the time that legislation was introduced in Congress to amend the Bonne- 
ville Project Act and establish a Columbia River Development Corporation, it 
was my understanding that the primary purpose then was to provide a basis for 
discussion of possible means for improving the hydroelectric power program in 
the Northwest. It was recognized that the initial form of the bill had a number 
of inadequacies, and it is my understanding that the several days of hearings 
in Washington have clarified some of these. 

I am pleased that all interested persons will have the opportunity to express 
their views, both pro and con, at these hearings. 

Hydroelectric power is one of Montana’s major natural resources; and I am, 
therefore, especially interested in seeing that any legislation that is to be 
considered by the Congress will facilitate full development of these resources 
and will also protect Montana’s preference rights for power generated in the 
State, so necessary for the continued development of this large State. 

The need for improved means of developing the Columbia River hydroelectric 
power resource is indicated by the fact that only about one-fifth of the potential 
capacity of the river is now utilized. The opportunities that may be realized 
through full development are strikingly demonstrated by the successful achieve- 
ments to the Hungry Horse project in Montana. Because of the strategic location 
of Montana damsites in the upper reaches of the Columbia River system, the 
effective generation from these impoundments is many times greater than the 
on-site capacity. 
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Hungry Horse, for example, with an installed capacity of 285,000 kilowatts, 
actually contributes 840,000 kilowatts to the system because its regulated storage 
enhances generation at the plants located downstream from it. 

Hungry Horse is also an important demonstration of the beneficial effects for 
Montana of the power reserved for use in the State. Substantial increases in 
REA service to rural areas and small towns have been possible because of the 
assured availability of Hungry Horse power, and this also has resulted in 
important new industrial developments being located in the State where they 
are able to rely on having an adequate power supply. 

There are certain additional matters connected with this proposed legisla- 
tion that are of special concern to Montana. One of these is preservation of the 
established water surface of Flathead Lake. (2) If this legislation were 
passed, does the bill contain authority to review the level of Flathead Lake 
which was settled some years ago? (3) By this, I mean could the decision ever 
be changed? What effect would this bill have on the construction of proposed 
further projects in the State of Montana, such as Libby Dam and Paradise 
Dam? 

Naturally, Montana is vitally concerned in these and similar major water 
resources and their effects on the economy of the State. I wish to point out 
that before any final decision is made on this bill, the people of Montana must 
know what will be contained in it to guarantee its rights. It would be my 
hope that at this hearing you could bring out clarification of the legislation as to 
the questions which are now in the minds of the people. When the authoriza- 
tion bill for Hungry Horse was considered in the Congress, I worked for lan- 
guage in the bill which clearly established Montana preference on the amount 
of power generated and it would be my hope that any future proposals which 
would affect our State that similar language be contained in any such bills. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the printed 
record of these field hearings. 

Thank you for your consideration and with best personal wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MANSFIELD. 


STATEMENT OF WESLEY W. STEARNS, EXECUTIVE BOARD 
MEMBER, MONTANA STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Srearns. Senator, members of the committee, my name is 
Wesley W. Stearns and I am a cattle rancher from Plains, Mont. At 
the present time I am president of the Western Montana Stockmen’s 
Association and serve as an executive board member of the Montana 
Stockgrowers Association. 

At this time, I would like to present the statements of these two 
organizations. They are similar, and I will read the statement of the 
Montana Stockgrowers Association on Senate bill 3114 and a revised 
version of that bill: 


As an executive board member of the Montana Stockgrowers Association, I 
wish to express to you, and the members of your committee, the association’s 
views on S. 3114 and the revised version of that bill, which seeks to create a 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 

As stockmen, we are very much concerned about the water-rights phase of this 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. It provides, in effect, that the 
Corporation would be able to deny any person or agency the right to build any 
type of structure, dam, retention facility or diversion facility on any tributary 
of any western Montana river flowing into the Columbia. This is a serious 
threat to Montana water laws and all western Montana appropriators, as 
western Montana has a predominately agricultural economy. 

It appears that the sponsors of this proposed legislation are in favor of forming 
a corporation, primarily for the purpose of generating and the distribution of 
power. A corporation with many powers over other corporations in the same 
business, with the Federal Treasury as stockholders, and the privilege to operate 
under none of the existing laws, rules, and regulations that govern corporations. 

Due to the short period allowed to study this revised 45-page piece of proposed 
legislation, we do not wish to testify on specific sections of this bill at this time. 
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We do appreciate the opportunity to tell your committee that the stockmen 
of Montana firmly believe in the various agencies, both Federal and State, 
organizations and individual citizens having a direct voice in what they believe 
to be the best way to develop our natural resources. We especially believe in 
States rights in these matters. 

Therefore, we have opposed in the past, are opposing today, and will continue 
to oppose any legislation that proposes to take over the development of any 
of our natural resources by a General Manager, with a five-man Advisory Board. 


I thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Stearns. 

Mr. Stearns, I would like to correct just one statement that appears 
in your testimony, where you said the proposed Corporation— 
would be able to deny any person or agency the right to build any type of struc- 
ture, dam, retention facility or diversion facility on any tributary of any 
western Montana river flowing into the Columbia. 

The first version of the bill S. 3114 did contain a so-called veto by 
the Corporation over licenses which would be granted by the Federal 
Power Commission, either to a private utility or to a local public 
agency, such as an REA or a municipality. 

This veto has been completely eliminated in the present version of 
the bill, which is the committee print that is now before us. I wanted 
you to understand that, because the veto over FPC licensing proce- 
dures no longer exists, and I think it is quite important that you and 
your members be apprised of that. 

Mr. Srearns. Sir, we would like to have a chance to study this 
revised bill a little more and submit more information at a later date. 

Senator Nrusercer. I want you to know that there will be further 
revisions made on hearings held here and elsewhere. When a new 
bill is introduced in the Senate, perhaps some time in the next 2 or 3 
months in the next session, there will be additional hearings in 
Washington and we will welcome your testimony then, either in person 
or in writing. 

Mr. Stearns. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Stearns. 

I should add that it has been called to my attention by Mr. Mapes 
that the record of the present hearings will be open for approximately 
30 days, so any of you, whether you oppose or favor the bill, if you 
have supplementary testimony of a reasonable length, it can_be 
included in the hearing record within about the next 30 days. You 
can send it to Mr. T. W. Sneed, or Mr. M. C. Mapes, room 412, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C., Senate Public Works Committee. 

(The letter follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WESLEY W. STEARNS, PRESIDENT, THE WESTERN MONTANA STOCK- 
MEN’S ASSOCIATION ON S. 3114 AND A Revisep VERSION or THAT BILL 


Hion. RicHArRD L. NEUBERGER, 
Nenate Committee on Public Works: 


As president of the Western Montana Stockmen’s Association we wish to ex- 
press to you and to the members of your committee our opposition to 8. 3114 and 
the revised version of that bill, which seeks to create a Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation. 

We as stockmen are seriously concerned about the water-rights phase of this 
bill. In studying this proposed legislation it definitely states “that the Corpo- 
ration would be able to deny any person or agency the right to build any type 
of structure, dam, retention facility, or diversion facility on any tributary of 
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any western Montana river flowing into the Columbia.” This is a serious threat 
to Montana water laws and all western Montana appropriators, as western 
Montana has a predominantly agricultural economy. 

Due to the short period allowed to study this revised 45-page piece of proposed 
legislation, we do not wish to testify on specific sections of this bill, but we do 
appreciate the opportunity to tell your committee, that the stockmen of western 
Montana believe in the Constitution of the United States, and of the State of 
Montana. We believe in the right to govern ourselves, and have a voice in the 
best way to develop our natural resources. 

Therefore, we have opposed in the past, are opposing today, and will continue 
to oppose any legislation that proposes to set up a superstate in the Pacific 
Northwest. 


Senator Nevusercer. We will stand in recess until about 2 o’clock, 
when the proponents of the bill again will be heard. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, this date, the committee was in 
recess until 2 p.m. this date.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to the noon recess, at 2 p.m., Hon. 
Richard L. Neuberger, presiding. 

Senator Neusercer. We will please come to order. The subcom- 
mittee will please come to order and the people will take their seats, if 
possible. 

We will now recognize the proponents of the bill for 25 minutes. 
Who is the first proponent witness to come before us this afternoon ? 

We have a great many messages in the form of letters, telegrams, 
and post cards from proponents of the legislation. This includes 
resolutions and statements from various civic and public bodies, and, 
without objection, they will appear in the hearing record in full. We 
also have some telegrams from both opponents and proponents of the 
measure, and they will appear in the hearing record in full. 

(The letters and telegrams follow :) 

GREAT FAs, Monr. 
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont.: 

I favor Columbia River development by corporation as proposed in Neuberger- 
Murray-Mansfield bill partly because corporation plan best assurance all States 
interested will have representation. Need corporation board also to get eco- 
nomical and orderly development of river resources. However, I am con- 
cerned whether section 9 protects small population States like Montana in 
getting equitable share power distribution. We have limited population and 
industrial demand. Need power to get more population and more industrial 
development. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Leo C. GRAYBILL, 
Montana Democratic National Committeeman. 


Missouta, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont.: 

The members of the trade union movement in Missoula and vicinity are in 
favor of multipurpose dam developments on the Columbia River and are in 
favor of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

CHARLES M. BALDWIN, 
Secretary Treasurer, Missoula County Trades and Labor Council. 
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Missouta Mont., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Deak SENATOR: We wish to express our full support of the Columbia River 
Development Corp. bill as a valuable means of developing the Pacific North- 
west in the public’s interest. We sincerely believe this bill will mean more 
industries in the Northwest, therefore more jobs and a better economy. We 
respectfully request this communication be included in the record of hearing 
conducted December 8 through 11 by the Senate Public Works Committee. 

Yours truly, 
GEORGE R. ROGERs, 
Secretary Treasurer, Missoula Building and Construction Trade Council. 


Mires City, Mont. 
Senator RicHarpD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont.: 

I am presently a Montana member of the Columbia Interstate Compact Com- 
mission. After 2 years of serving in such capacity with much bickering among 
and between various groups and commission members our efforts to draft a 
compact have failed due to lack of agreement as to what type of compact would 
be most beneficial to the people of the States concerned and how the future 
comprehensive development of the area could be brought into realization. 

In view of the past inaction of the Committee from the member States in pre- 
scribing a basic policy and plan for full development of the region, I firmly 
believe we are going to have to devise other means to accomplish that end. I 
have studied the provisions embodied in the proposed Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill and feel such a proposal if enacted into law will be a big step 
in solving some of the problems which have confronted the commission. There- 
fore I endorse the regional corporation bill in principle. 

Hon. Joun J. MacDoNALp, 
Montana House of Representatives. 


Hort Sprincs SENTINEL, 
Hot Springs, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R1icHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I do not believe that I will be able to be present for 
your hearing in Kalispell on December 11. I would like, therefore, to tell you 
by letter that I believe in the idea put forth in the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. It appears that this bill should provide the vehicle for the rapid 
development of the Northwest and would be a program which would pay its own 
way. As long as Montana gets a square deal from it, I will be for it. 

It is my observation that—not all by any means—but the majority of the people 
of this area feel that the private companies are not providing the development 
which would give creative, competitive free enterprise the stimulation which it 
rightfully should get from our natural resources and are interested in the type 
of development which the Government can do. 

Significant in western Montana is the general election recently completed. 
Practically every legislator elected indicated a desire to see Paradise Dam be 
built. In Sanders County there was no question as to the stand of the candidates 
for office. The pro-Paradise candidates won in every instance. Too, every anti- 
Paradise candidate was one of the county’s most prominent and respected citizens. 

Last year, three newspapers in Sanders County (the Plainsman at Plains, the 
Sanders County Ledger at Thompson Falls, and the Hot Springs Sentinel) con- 
ducted a poll of their readers, which takes in most of Sanders County, as to their 
stand on Paradise Dam. The poll showed that those people favored the dam 
by 3 tol. 

Yours very truly, 


RicHarp C. SHIRLEY. 
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Missou.La, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Hon. SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am writing to express my support of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill. 

It’s high time that we may have some broad planning for power development 
in the Columbia Basin. The private-power interests want to the thing to go ahead 
on a piecemeal basis so that the power sites can be more readily snapped up by 
private companies. We'll never get full use out of this great river system 
unless we have some real planning and financing through a public corporation, 
rather than private companies. 

In my photographic work, I travel around Montana and see a lot of its 
economic activity. We're still pretty much a raw material producing State, 
which makes us especially vulnerable to the ups and downs of the economy. 
If our electric power sites were developed and the power made available at a 
reasonable rate, we would have the basis for a sounder, more stable economy. 
A Columbia River Development Corporation would be a big step in the right 
direction. 

Very truly yours, 
A. E. ALLEN. 


DECEMBER 8, 1958. 


Hon. RicHArpD L. NEUBERGER, 

U.S. Senator, 

Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The demands of my private law practice make it 
impossible for me to be personally present at your committee’s hearing on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 1959. 

I therefore submit my statement in writing. 

The problem of how to develop our great rivers of America is both our 
greatest opportunity and our greatest challenge. Conservation means wise 
development and wise use as much as it does protection. It is the right and duty 
of this generation to develop and use the great rivers of this land for all the 
people. Every use—storage, power, navigation, irrigation, fish and wildlife, 
flood control—of these great rivers must be developed. Otherwise we rob 
future generations and are guilty of waste. 

Every stream must be treated as a unit. This mighty Columbia River crosses 
State boundaries and presents far-reaching interstate problems. Therefore, if 
the people are to be best served the control and development of that river is a 
National and not a State function. 

I favor the control and development of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
by an instrument of the Federal Government. Your proposed bill would pro- 
vide that activity ; however, I think a better guarantee of electric power should 
be made to the upstream States, such as Montana, where storage will be pro- 
vided the downstream States. There are people here who want a place in the 
national economy for themselves and their children to grow and prosper without 
leaving home. 

They are entitled to a substantial guarantee of power as was established in 
the Hungry Horse legislation. Cheap public power should encourage industry and 
create jobs in Montana as well as downstream. Public development can give us 
this guarantee which private monopoly cannot. 

Finally, Iam unalterably opposed to the further hold of private monopoly power 
on the tributaries of the Columbia. I paraphrase Governor Pinchot, of Pennsyl- 
vania. The time is now when every household operation from heating and 
cooking to sweeping and sewing is being performed by the aid of electrical power ; 
when every article on the average man’s meal table, every item of his clothing, 
every piece of his furniture, every tool of his trade, that he himself did not 
produce, has been manufactured or processed by electric power; when, from 
morning to night, from the cradle to the grave, electric service enters ut every 
moment and from every direction into the life of every man, woman, and child 
in America. 

Only government, of, by and for the people can save us from the thorough, un- 
ceasing and intimate control of private monopoly electric power. 

The challenge is now that the people of this country are threatened by powerful 
monopoly and very expensive privately, selfishly owned electric power. 
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The opportunity is now when we can add to the structure of public power, 
controlled and dominated by and for all the people, by supporting the creation 
of this Federal agency in your Columbia River Development Corporation: bill. 

Very truly yours, 
ARNOLD OLSEN. 


FLATHEAD ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
Kalispell, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DeAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Enclosed to a certified copy of resolutions adopted 
by the board of trustees for the Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., in regard 
to the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

These resolutions are being published verbatim in the local newspaper. They 
will also be released to a local radio station next week. This copy is being for- 
warded to you for the permanent records of the Committee on Flood Control— 
Rivers and Harbors. 

The board felt that it was necessary to come out in support of this measure and 
have it printed in the press in order to arouse community interest in the measure 
before the hearing. 

All of the statements in the press to date have been strongly against the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill but with the release of these 
resolutions we are getting support from at least one of the local newspapers, 
which is to give an editorial in favor of the bill tomorrow. 

Yours very truly, 
FLATHEAD ELrectric Co-op, INC., 
J. M. Garrison, Manager. 


Senator RicuarpD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, Kalispell, Mont. 


CERTIFICATE 


I, Ellen S. Logan, secretary of Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., a rural 
electric cooperative with its principal office at Kalispell, Mont., do hereby 
certify that the following is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by 
the board of trustees of said cooperative at a special meeting of the board held 
on December 2, 1958, to wit: 

“Be it resolved by the board of trustees of Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
That it is the opinion of this board that: 

“1. The responsibility of the board is primarily to the members of the Coopera- 
tive which rely on low-cost economical power made available to them over power- 
lines owned by the cooperative. 

“2. The economical development of the rural areas of the Flathead Valley can 
largely be attributed to the availability of electrical energy delivered out to 
where it is needed at retail rates below the national average price. 

“3. The cooperative’s ability to maintain its present price levels will depend 
in whole or in part on the availability of low-cost reliable power from Federal 
generation ; or on generation based on comprehensive river development. 

“4. Dams such as Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, The Dalles in Oregon and 
much of the private generation along the Columbia River drainage would not 
have been feasible except for the transmission lines, substations, and other 
facilities constructed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 

“S. The development of recreational areas, fish and wildlife facilities, irrigation 
systems, flood control and improved navigation all rely upon revenues derived 
from the sale of power. The comprehensive development of all of those things 
could not have been accomplished but for the establishment of a Federal power 
marketing agency such as the Bonneville Power Administration. It cannot be 
continued without a similar type of organization with improved financial and 
operating procedures. 

“6. Although the Bonneville Power Administration is ahead of schedule on 
payout, the present financial trend that has developed during the past 3 years, if 
allowed to continue, will eventually lead to an increase in power cost for the 
2,300 consumers now served by the Flathead Electric Cooperative and conceivably 
to all other power consumers in the area. 
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“7. This trend seems to have been brought about by the Administration’s en- 
couragement of non-Federal dams such as those constructed by public utility 
districts, private utilities, and those being proposed by some REA borrowers, 
dams which are enhanced by Federal storage such as at Hungry Horse and which 
would not be feasible at current power prices except for the existence of Federal 
power facilities. 

“8. The present generating capabilities in the Northwest are adequate to meet 
the firm power requirements of the region for many years to come provided ade- 
quate upstream storage dams are constructed. There is no indication that these 
storage facilities can or will be constructed by any organization other than the 
Federal Government or the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation. 
By providing increased storage much duplication of expensive generation by both 
private and public groups can be avoided. 

“9. The proposed Columbia River Development Corporation as the bill is now 
written will: 

“(a) Protect State water rights. 

“(b) Place control of the operation of publicly owned facilities in the hands of 
local people and guarantee the security of loans at current cost of money to the 
U.S. Government. 

“(c) Should make the operations of facilities now owned by the Bonneville 
Power Administration more economical and eliminate much of the confusion 
arising from integration, wheeling and cooperation agreements. 

“Therefore in consideration of the foregoing the board of trustees for the 
Flathead Electric Cooperative wishes to go on record as being in favor of a Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation.” 

I do hereby further certify that all the board members were present at such 
meeting and their names are as follows: 


Byron Graham, Route 1, Kalispell, Mont., president. 

Ellen S. Logan, Route 1—-A, Columbia Falls, Mont., secretary-treasurer. 
Fred Krueger, Route 3, Kalispell, Mont., vice president. 

William Mackin, Route 1, Kalispell, Mont. 

Russ Luding, Martin City, Mont. 

William Krall, Hungry Horse, Mont. 

Henry deYong, Route 4, Kalispell, Mont. 

Olander Slethaug, Bigfork, Mont. 

Madeline Hanson, Kila, Mont. 


In witness whereof, I have hereto affixed my signature this fourth day of 
December, 1958. 
ELLEN S. Locan, Secretary. 


MONTANA STATE RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Sidney, Mont., December 3, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: We support the regional corporation bill. 

At its annual membership meeting in Missoula, November 12, 1958, the Montana 
State Rural Electric Cooperative Association reaffirmed its support of the Co- 
lumbia River regional corporation idea. 

The resolution reads as follows: 

“We endorse in principle the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
as a means to improving the financing and administration of hydroelectric power 
development in the Columbia River basin.” 

Our annual meeting also endorsed the idea of a Federal capital budget which 
is one of the main ideas in the regional corporation bill. 

Another resolution called upon the Bonneville Power Administrator to retain 
the present level of power rates. 

The 25 REA borrower cooperatives of Montana serve about one-fourth of the 
population of the State. Low cost, economical, and reliable power is very 
essential to the continuation of the present power costs of our farm and in- 
dustrial consumers. 

We have one amendment which we would like to have considered, that eastern 
Montana be included in the service area of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation. 

Sincerely, 


Hers WHEAT, President. 
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Pustic Utitiry District No. 1 or FRANKLIN CouUNTY 
Pasco, Wash., December 9, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NUEBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I sincerely regret that conflicting commitments 
make is impossible for me to testify in person at one of the hearings which you 
are conducting in the Pacific Northwest on the proposed Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation Act of 1959. 

The following statement is submitted for consideration of the Subcommittee 
on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors of the Committee on Public Works, and 
for inclusion in the transcript of the subcommittee’s hearings. 

Speaking in my capacity as Manager of the Franklin County Public Utility 
District, which provides electric service to more than 7,000 customers, I strongly 
endorse the proposed legislation and urge its approval in substantially its present 
form. 

A number of factors make future comprehensive multipurpose development of 
Columbia Basin water resources of the utmost importance to our area. There 
is strong evidence that no other area in the Pacific Northwest has greater po- 
tential for industrial and agricultural development, and the most important fac- 
tor in that potential is water resource development for the following reasons: 

1, Franklin County is situated at the confluence of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers at the present headwater terminal for slackwater navigation. 

2. Our service area is situated at the hub of the vast Northwest power pool. 

8. Our service area is situated at the southern edge of the Columbia Basin 
project and is a principal gateway for shipment of agricultural products from 
this growing reclamation project to regional, national and world markets. 

Support of the Franklin County Public Utility District for the Columbia River 
Development Corporation legislation is based on three fundamental concepts. 

First, the waters of the Columbia River system represent the Pacific North- 
west’s greatest resource. 

Second, the Pacific Northwest and the Nation cannot afford less than full 
comprehensive development of this resource. The uncoordinated, partial piece- 
meal development now taking place is resulting in a waste of this valuable re- 
source and should not be permitted to continue. Columbia River Development 
Corporation legislation offers a sound method of achieving comprehensive develop- 
ment, responsive to the needs and wishes of the region, and with full and bal- 
anced consideration of all potential uses and benefits. 

Third, the rivers of the Columbia River system recognize no State boundaries. 
Planning and development must be undertaken on a regional basis in keeping 
with the basic objectives of conservation—achievement of the greatest good for 
the greatest number for the longest time. We believe this can best be accomp- 
lished with the regional corporation type of administration which would provide 
adequate machinery for local grassroots advice, counsel and participation in 
decisions, and at the same time, be responsible to Congress for planning and 
justification of projects and financial accountability. 

It is already apparent that strong forces are rising in opposition to the pro- 
posed legislation. It is equally apparent that these forces are the same ones 
that opposed construction of Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams and the Colum- 
bia Basin project. Their shortsightedness and their continuing practice of 
placing private interest ahead of the public welfare and regional progress have 
been exposed and discredited in the past. Their opposition to the proposed 
Columbia River Development Corporation should be evaluated in the light of 
past performance. 

Very truly yours, 
Harry H. Huprow, Manager. 





We favor in principle the Columbia Basin Development Corporation. 


Mauve R. McCrea, A. J. G. (ERNIE) McCrea, 
840 McLeod, Missoula, Mont. 


Missovuta, Mont., December 7, 1958. 


Senator RicHarp NEUBERGER, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to go on record as favoring the bill 


for setting up the Columbia River Development Corporation. Nothing less than 
a comprehensive development with the production of the maximum of good to all 
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the people of the area should be undertaken, I firmly believe. Such a self- 
liquidating project as this bill proposes should have the support of all good 
citizens. 
Yours truly, 
(Miss) Epna A. MANN. 


al 


Missou.a, Mont., December 7, 1958. 


DeaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to be counted among those favoring 
the bill for setting up the Columbia River Development Corporation. Only a 
comprehensive self-liquidating project such as this which will bring the greatest 
good to the greatest number is worthy of support. 

Yours truly, 
(Miss) LyLeE M. Noste. 


Town or Hor SPRINGS, 
Hot Springs, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DeEaR SENATOR: Realizing that abundance of low-cost electricity is vital to the 
economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation, and also 
realizing that a power program must pay its own way on a rock-sound financial 
foundation, I firmly endorse the idea of a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion as proposed in the bill being considered by your committee. 

Yours very truly, 
J. P. Lowney, Mayor. 


SULIER SHOE SERVICE, 
St. Ignatius, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing 
Kalispell, Mont. 

HONORABLE SENATOR: This is to let you know that I am one of many St. 
Ignatius people who are very much in favor of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill. 

We believe that passage of this bill will lead to production of more abundant 
cheap electric power, which can bring other industries and increased prosperity 
to this part of Montana. 

Better organized flood control is another advantage which the CRDC bill 
should bring. 

Respectively yours, 
CLYDE V. SULIER. 


Hort Sprines, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEvuBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR: The U.S. Department of Labor predicts that the Northwest 
unemployment this winter will be greater than last winter. This situation could 
have been avoided if we had had more low cost power to attract new industries 
and jobs. I feel creation of a regional Federal power corporation will be a big 
step to relieve future unemployment in the Northwest. 

Yours very truly, 
BEN F. Cortner. 


Hor Sprinas, Monr., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, | 
Kalispell, Mont. 
DEAR SENATOR: Even the Hoover Commission recommended that Booneville | 
should be changed into a Federal corporation so as to do a more business like job. 
I am for the regional corporation method because it is in the public interest. 
Yours very truly, 


R. E. SINGLETON. 
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Hor Sprines, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: The regional corporation approach will best serve the public 
interest by improving the financing and administration of the Federal power 
system in the Northwest. 

Yours very truly, 
Roy R. MILLs. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHArD L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: I am owner and operator of a farm in the Plains Valley. I 
am a member of the Farmers Union and the Committee for Paradise Dam. 

Please consider this letter as my endorsement of pending legislation for the 
creation of a Columbia River Development Corporation, in principle, as set forth 
in Senate bill 3114 and as it now stands in its several revisions. I respectfully 
urge retention of the public utility responsibility provision which will insure 
an adequate power supply to all users in any eventuality. Please keep anti- 
monopoly provisions intact to assure consumer-owned power systems adequate 
power supply. 

As one of a multitude of consumers of electricity, I am vitally interested 
in where the money I spend for electric service goes. That is one of many 
reasons why I am endorsing a regional corporation bill because it will reorganize 
the Federal power system in the Northwest and assure development of resources 
in the public interest. 

This particular community has been at the mercy of the private power 
monopoly and it is my sincere hope that the creation of a public corporation 
such as that represented in 8. 3114 will pave the way for emancipation from the 
grip of that monopoly. 

Please make this letter a part of the record of the hearing on such legislation 
at Kalispell, Mont., on December 11, 1958. 

Yours very sincerely. 
(, A, GREGERSON. 


Hor Sprines, Monv., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


Dear SENATOR: I heartily endorse the idea embodied in the regional corpora- 
tion bill. Please keep antimonopoly provisions intact to assure consumer-owned 
power systems adequate power supply. 

Yours truly, 
Dr. Louis T. VAN HORNE. 


Ro.uins, Mont., December 7, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER 


Dear SENATOR: In regard to the Kalispell meeting December 11 on the bill 
pertaining to the Columbia Valley drainage works, I am for the general purpose 
of the bill. I have no fear that men like yourself, Mansfield, Murray, Metcalf, 
Anderson and many other Senators and Congressmen will sell Montana short. 

I am for Paradise Dam and believe it would be of great benefit to all Montana. 
I think Paradise Dam would increase the recreation facilities as well as fish 
and wildlife. It (the Paradise Dam) should make available cheaper power 
for irrigation and industry. 

I am a 75-year-old sheepman and it has long been my hope that power could 
become cheap enough that it would be economical to irrigate some of my land 
and also heat my home with electricity. 

[ have had sheep on shares in the Columbia Basin and it is much cheaper 
to irrigate land than for pastures and crops than it is adjacent to Flatland Lake. 

Hoping for your success with the bill, I am, 

Yours, 


ERNEST WHITE. 
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Hor Sprines, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: Please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill, as revised, in principle. I respectfully urge reten- 
tion of the public utility responsibility provision which will insure an adequate 
power supply to all users in any eventuality. 


Yours very truly, . ae 
AMES M. JENSEN. 


Hor Springs, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear Senator: Less than 20 percent of our water resources are harnessed 
today. One of the main arguments against building large dams like Hells Canyon 
and Paradise is the reluctance of Congress to make appropriations. I support 
the regional corporation idea because it provides a sound, stable, self-financing 
plan to build dams by means of electric revenue bonds and insures low-cost power 
to build our country. 

Yours very truly, 
Pavut Boyp. 


FIn.ey Pornt Route, Poison, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER. 


Deak SENATOR: We wish to express our conviction that the bill for the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation is definitely in the public interest as it will 
provide improvement in financing and administration of the Federal power 
system in the Northwest. 

We sincerely hope for successful action on the bill in the coming Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. S. Bruce, 


Dora E. Bruce. 


Hor Sprincs, Monrt., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Deak SENATOR: We have only started to develop the Columbia River Basin, 
despite reports of private utility representatives that this job is almost done. 
However, we have only built the easy dams so far. Future dams will be more 
of a financial challenge, calling for better methods of financing and administra- 
tion along the lines of the regional corporation bill in principle. 

Yours very truly, 
ANTON AGRELL. 


Hor Sprines, Mont., December 1, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is to state my support of the Columbia 
River development bill in principle. At no time in our history has this Nation 
been in need of plentiful, economical power as it now is. Our Northwest is able 
to produce this power. Why should Congress be reluctant to make appropria- 
tions to projects that pay their own way? 

With this bill in effect the construction of these dams can take place and the 
economical productivity of our country will advance. 

Yours truly. 


K. W. VINCENT. 
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MANHATTAN, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Hon. Senator NEUBERGER, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: A regional corporation bill should speed the future 
expansion of our natural resources, and with more low-cost power to stimulate 
the growth of our State and the Pacific Northwest, I believe it would help to 
stabilize the future economy of Montana and the Northwest. 

I hereby endorse the regional corporation idea; only with a sound financial 
program can we attain development of these vital resources. 

Yours truly, 
GRACE BATES. 


St. Ienattus, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Senator NEUBERGER. 

Dear Srr: Please consider this our endorsement of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill. I urge retention of the public utility responsi- 
bility provision which will insure an adequate power supply to all users in any 
event. 

Respectfully, 
Mr. and Mrs. FrRep AHRENS. 





St. Ignatius, Mont., December 5, 1958. 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have lived in Western Montana over 40 years 
and, as a farmer and businessman, I am earnestly interested in where the money 
I spend for electric service goes. That is my main reason for endorsing the 
regional corporation bill, in principle, because it will reorganize the Federal 
power system in the Northwest and insure development of resources in the 
public interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHELDON GOULD. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


My Dear SENATOR: I am a taxpayer of Sanders County and endorse in prin- 
ciple the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 
Wish to commend your persistent interest for our people. 
Yours very truly, 
L. E. Erickson. 


MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY, 
Missoula, December 5, 1958. 
Senator RicHarD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I regret that the pressure of work here at the uni- 
versity makes it impossible for me to attend the meeting in Kalispell at which 
there will be hearings on the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. I 
should like to be there in person to speak in support of the bill. Since I cannot 
attend, I want to take this opportunity to put my approval of this Corporation 
bill in writing. 

It seems to me that this is an excellent new step in the long effort to bring low- 
cost power to the people of this region, and to do it under a sound plan of financing 
and an efficient form of administration. 

There seems to be abundant evidence that the bill has been carefully prepared 
and revised, and that its adoption could not help but be in the public interest. 
If I had had any doubts about the bill they would have been set at rest by the 
type of attack upon it which appeared in the controlled press in Missoula. Let 
me then repeat that I should like to offer my hearty endorsement of the bill. 

Your contributions to the writers’ conference here are pleasantly remembered, 
and those of us who got acquainted with you then are hoping you will come back 
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to the university campus whenever it is possible. May I also compliment you on 
your work in the Senate? I have watched it with admiration. 


Sincerely yours, 
E. L. MARVIN, 


Professor of Philosophy, 
Chairman, Philosophy Department. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The undersigned is a farmer-rancher and property 
owner in Sanders County, Mont., near the town of Plains, Mont. 

This letter is my endorsement, in principle, of the proposed bill for enactment 
of a Columbia River Development Corporation as set forth in the committtee 
print of November 21, 1958. 

I am not impressed by the opposition propaganda published under the sponsor- 
ship of the Upper Columbia River Development Council, which is, in my opinion, 
only an outlet for the private power interests. 

I firmly believe that enactment of this legislation will prevent a repetition of 
such giveaways as that which occurred in the Hells Canyon case and place the 
presently existing Bonneville Power Administration on a sounder basis to func- 
tion in the public interest. 


Yours sincerely, 
HERMAN FE, WHISENNAND. 


KALISPELL, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee. 

DEAR SENATOR: I am in favor of the maximum development of the Columbia 
Valley and rivers, as I think the Columbia River development bill 3114 would 
accomplish, providing the State and U.S. Congress have equal rights, and pre- 
serve power developed at dam for use in State in which the dam is constructed. 

I think you have been unfair to the public and the bill 3114 itself on holding 
hearings without sufficient notice or releasing the bill earlier. 

The public has been getting only adverse information from the private power 
group. 


Yours truly, 
KEN ODEGARD. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Subject : Columbia River Development Corporation. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DeaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am a farmer and property owner in Sanders 
County, Mont. 

This letter will constitute my endorsement of the proposed Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill now in preparation for introduction in the coming 
86th Congress. This endorsement is in principle and based on my understanding 
of the intent of the legislation to reinforce and implement the powers ad duties 
of the presently existing Bonneville Power Administration. 

I have had an opportunity to see the committee print of the proposed bill of 
November 21, 1958, and believe the contents of the act refutes the many published 
opposition cards of the private power interests. 

Yours very truly, 


M. W. AIRHART. 
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PLAINS, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Subject: Proposed bill on Columbia River Development Corporation. 


Senator RicHarD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have had an opportunity to see the committee 
print of the bill to create a Columbia River Development Corporation as an 
amendment to the presently existing Bonneville Project Act. 

This is to advise you that I am in favor of this legislation in principle for 
the purpose of reinforcing the latter act and broaden the power and duties of 
the Bonneville Administration in the interest of development and administra- 
tion of the people’s natural resources. 

I am an orchardist-farmer in the vicinity of the town of Plains, Sanders 
County, Mont. 


Yours very truly, 
GreorGE A, BuRR. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicuHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: I am emphatically for Senate bill 3114, known as Columbia 
River development bill. I have been a resident of Plains, Mont., since 1910—and 
am for the development of the Columbia River to the utmost for the good of all 
the people. Believing that 8. 3114 will give us a just and orderly handling of 
finances of our public power system, I am for this bill. 


Sincerely yours, 
L. J. CARTER. 


Piarns, Mont., November 30, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The undersigned is a resident of Plains, Sanders 
County, Mont., a property owner and proprietor and operator of a gasoline, oil, 
and service station business. 

Please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation bill as revised, in principle. I respectfully urge retention of the 
public utility provision which will insure an adequate power supply to all users 
in any eventuality. 

As a consumer of electricity, I am earnestly interested in where the money I 
spend for electric service goes. That is why I am endorsing the regional corpora- 
tion bill, in principle, because it will reorganize the Federal power system in 
the Northwest and assure development of resources in the public interest. 

I respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the records of the public 
hearing on this legislation to be held at Kalispell, Mont., on December 11. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE C. VACURA. 


PLaAINs, Mont., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RicHarRD L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This letter will constitute my endorsement of 
pending legislation, commonly referred to as S. 3114 in the 85th Congress, for 
the creation of a Columbia River Development Corporation to supplant, improve 
or implement the presently existing Bonneville Power Administration. 

I am a consumer of electricity and for that reason am earnestly desirous of 
knowing where the money I spend for electric service goes. This is one, among 
many, of the reasons I am in favor of a regional corporation, in principle, be- 
cause it will reorganize the Federal power system in the Pacific Northwest and 
assure development of resources in the public interest. 
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I also firmly believe that such legislation as S. 3114 will enhance the prospects 
of Federal or public construction of such fine public power dams as Grand 
Coulee as well as prospective projects such as the Paradise Dam in our own 
State. 

I am owner and operator of a farming business in this community. I ask that 
you make this letter a part of the record of the public hearing to be held on the 
legislation above referred to in Kalispell, Mont., on or about December 11, 1958. 

Yours very truly, 
R. RESLER. 





Hor Sprines, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 
Dear SENATOR: Although I cannot attend the hearings because of my work, 
I want to urge your committee to support the regional corporation bill as a valu- 
able means of developing the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 
Yours very truly, 
GEORGE MEREIER. 


DECEMBER 8, 1958. 
Senator RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DeEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I should like to record my support, in advance of 
your hearings, of unified, self-financing Columbia Basin development in the 
public interest. The vast present and vaster future value of the Northwest’s 
resource potential cannot and must not be diminished by haphazard, piecemeal 
water development. I have lived in the lower Missouri Basin and in New 
England and have seen ample evidence of the wastefulness of uncoordinated, 
nonregional river use, and I still hope to see regional coordination become a 
reality in both the Columbia and the Missouri watersheds. 

Sincerely, 
ANN T. Berry, Bozeman, Mont. 





Hor Sprrnes, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DeaR SENATOR: As a consumer of electricity, I am earnestly interested in 
where the money I spend for electric service goes. That is why I am endorsing 
the regional corporation bill, in principle, because it will reorganize the Federal 
power system in the Northwest and assure development of resources in the 
public interest. 

Yours very truly, 
GORDON MARLENEE. 


MONTANA FARMERS UNION, PLAINS VALLEY LocaL No. 223, 
Plains, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is to advise you that the Plains Valley Local 
No. 223 of Montana Farmers Union in a regular session meeting thereof at 
Plains, Mont., on Sunday, December 7, 1958, adopted without dissent the follow- 
ing motion: 

Motion: That the Plains Valley Local of Montana Farmers Union is in favor, 
in principle, of the enactment of legislation in the Congress of the United States 
of America to create a Columbia River Development Corporation substantially 
as set forth in the committee print, dated November 21, 1958, and that the 
notice of this action be sent to you as chairman of the public hearing to be held 
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at Kalispell, Mont., by the U.S. Senate Committee on Public Works on December 
11, 1958. We respectfully request that this be made a part of the record of 
that hearing. 

By order of Montana Farmers Union Local No. 223. 


Mrs. Gus A. JoHnson, Secretary. 





MissouLa, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR: I wish to join you as a supporter of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill, in the hopes that we can have real planning in this 
area to develop industry and to protect our water resources from continued, 
badly managed, high cost exploitation by private industry. 

As a supporter of Paradise Dam I have talked with many fish and game and 
forestry experts, including Dean Ross Williams of the MSU School of Forestry. 
All seem agreed that the big single dam in this area, as part of a system, is far 
better than the many small dams suggested by private industry. It is better for 
our timber resources and, above all, for our fish and game industry. Perhaps 
this point has not been stressed enough. 

Cordially, 
Henry V. LArom. 


P.S.—Dear Dick: Glad to read that you are well again. Had a good talk with 
your secretary when I called you in Portland last summer. If you or Maureen 
to go through Missoula call 9-3724. We would love to see you. 

HENRY. 


Ronan, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


Deak Senator: As a longtime resident of Lake County I have seen our 
population dwindle, our young people going elsewhere to find jobs, the small 
farmer giving up the struggle, and merchants finding it increasingly difficult 
to hang on. This is an area where we have a million killowatts of power going 
to waste in the Clarks Fork River and with Paradise Dam 3 million acre-feet 
storage. This when developed would attract tourists from every part of the 
Nation. 

I see in the Columbia Corporation bill a means to finance and develop in an 
orderly way our great resources in power, timber, minerals, and recreation in a 
way that would benefit everybody. 

Sincerely, 
J. W. LINENCH. 


Roiuins, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator RrcHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


Dear SENATOR: Place me on record 100 percent for the Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill. 

I have operated a small stere on the shores of Flathead Lake for almost 
34 years. 

Hungary Horse Dam has helped every resident of northwest Montana. 

Washington Power & Light and Montana Power never should have been 
permitted to build Cabinet Gorge, Nox.ou Rapids, and Kerr Dams. 

They have served mainly as profitmakers for the rich and have handicapped 
the development of this area by charging exorbitant rates to small users. They 
are a menace to the American way of life. With only two exceptions I have 
visited every dam between Portland, Oreg., and Hungary Horse. ; 

This Columbia Corporation bill is a good American upward step and youn, to- 
gether with the other Senators, deserve the thanks of the American people for 
having the intestinal stamina to sponsor it. 


37710—59—pt. 2——-31 
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Ray Lowan of Ronan, representing the profiteers and reactionaries, was at 
Portland, Oreg., hearing opposing the bill and has announced he will be at 
Kalispell hearing again acting as a stooge for legalized racketeering. 

The people of Montana showed by their ballots on November 4, 1958, that they 
do not approve monopoly methods. 

Tomorrow, December 11, as you look across the great Flathead Valley toward 
the Rocky Mountains can you say: “Look at what God, or the process of nature, 
placed in this area in the form of snow and water to be used only to an extent 
that will provide luxury for a few and exploitation for the many”? 

Ray Lowan of Ronan does not represent the wishes of the people. 

The resolutions of Flathead Wildlife, of which I am a member, does not 
represent the opinions of the membership. 

The Kalispell or Polson Chambers of Commerce do not represent the feelings 
of the people of those areas. 

The American people want to go forward. 

Their ballots showed they resent the 6-year policy of exploitation, the grabbing 
for profits of our few remaining natural resources. 

We need the Columbia River Development Corporation bill as a law. 

The people are for it. 

Thank you and the best of wishes. 

Frep R. UHDE. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE PIKE, MANAGER, MISSOULA ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Prxe. Senator Neuberger and members of the committee, my 
name is Eugene Pike. For the past 12 years I have served as the 
manager of the Missoula Electric Cooper ative whose headquarters 
are in Missoula, Mont. The cooperative now serves approximately 
1,500 consumers over 705 miles of electric lines in portions of Missoula, 
Ravalli, Mineral, Granite, Powell and Lake Counties. The total 
investment of the cooperative is approximately $2 million. I have 
been authorized by our board of trustees to represent them at this 
hearing and to present a resolution which they passed on December 
2, 1958, which favors the Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill in principle. 

During my 12 years as a manager of an electric cooperative in 
western Montana I have learned that we cannot separate ourselves 
from our neighbors, especially those in the Columbia River watershed 
who have interests similar to ours. We must cooperate with them to 
our mutual advantage if we hope to secure comprehensive develop- 
ment of the resources of the region. 

Support from our downstream neighbors was instrumental in 
getting Bonneville power into western Montana, which in turn 
enabled us to expand our system into unelectrified areas that were not 
feasible without the low-cost Bonneville power. Our success, in large 
measure, depends upon continuing supplies of low-cost power. At 
the present time we are lacking that assurance. 

We have been living under a threat of a shortage of electric power 
and higher cost power for several years which we believe is caused 
by the unbusinesslike way in which the Federal Government develops 
and markets its electric power in the Columbia River area. 

In the first place, a large amount of the power placed in the hands 
of the Bonneville Power Administration for distribution is classed 
as byproduct, nonfirm, surplus energy which is worth only a token 
amount. This is due to the fact that “critical year” water conditions 
set a limit on the amount of firm power to be made available. Under 
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the present philosophy of development and marketing, Federal power 
is not receiving the total income that it could. In other words, firming 
up of the hydroplants with other types of generation would greatly 
increase the amounts of firm power, increase the revenues of the Fed- 
eral Government, and in turn, have a marked effect on the feasibility 
of yet undeveloped projects. Also, this would tend to keep wholesale 

ower rates down. It is our understanding that enactment of Senate 
bill 3114 would correct this situation by directing the proposed corpo- 
ration to firm up its resources by constructing the generating plants 
necessary to overcome the “critical year” ceiling on firm power 
availability. 

In the second place, under the presently developed system, the 
Federal Government has not accepted any utility responsibility in 
the region. This has resulted in talk of freeze dates at which time no 
additional firm power will be available to us. As a consequence, there 
are apt to be many generating plants constructed by various groups at 
costs much higher than necessary. In fact, some of these presently 
under construction, probably fall into this category. We understand 
that the proposed corporation would have utility responsibility. This 
alone is enough justification for support of the proposed legislation ; 
as it would guarantee to us that we would have access to all the firm 
power we would need and that the cost would be lowest obtainable. 

In the third place, we believe that great economies would result 
from the establishment of the corporation. By doing and being 
charged with: the responsibility of developing plans on a regionwide 
basis, budgeting its program in an orderly, businesslike manner and 
having the authority to proceed with its program, upon approval of 
its annual budget by the Congress, the corporation dae be able to 
construct facilities at lower cost than we have under the present sys- 
tem of stop and go construction. 

In the fourth place, we believe it would be wise to allow for some 
methods, other than congressional appropriations, to finance the fu- 
ture Federal development of the power resources of the region. It 
seems unlikely that the region will be able to depend upon the Con- 
gress for all of the vast sums that will be required. The self-financing 
features of the proposed legislation constitute further grounds for 
approval. 

We have studied the bill enough to have a general idea of its pro- 
visions for home rule, self financing, protection of peoples’ rights, 
utility responsibility, planning, budgeting, getting congressional ap- 
oroval of its budget, etc., but we do not pretend to be expert witnesses. 

Ve have faith in the drafters of the bill, the congressional commit- 
tees which will consider it, other departments of the Government 
which will be involved, and the Congress of the United States, which 
will act on the legislation. 

We believe the principles brought forth in Senate bill 3114 point 
the way to the best possible solutions to the power problems of the 

Jolumbia River region. We do not fear any domination from such 
a Corporation. We are satisfied that it falls far short of being 
labeled a valley authority. We think it is time for the people of 
Montana to join their downstream friends as willing partners to help 
get on with the development of the region instead of being dragged 
into it reluctantly. 
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We endorse the principle of Senate bill 3114 and sincerely hope 
that many other Montanans will see the light. 

The resolution is in the copy there. 

Also, I would like to introduce an editorial from the People’s Voice 
of November 28, if it may be included. 

Senator NEUBERGER. it will be, 

Mr. Pixe. And there is a letter from a businessman in Missoula in 
my material. 

(The resolution, editorial, and letter follow :) 


COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


Whereas Missoula Electric Cooperative, Inc., is a nonprofit membership co- 
operative organized under the Rural Electric and Telephone Cooperative Act 
of the State of Montana; and 

Whereas this cooperative presently has more than 700 miles of transmission 
and distribution lines from which 1,500 members and nonmembers residing in 
rural areas in six western Montana counties are being served; and 

Whereas this cooperative is a customer of the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion and for more than 7 years last past has had a wholesale power contract 
with said Administration; and 

Whereas the board of trustees of this cooperative fully realize the importance 
of having power made available to it at the lowest possible cost so that it may 
continue to serve its members and consumers in the future at reasonable rates 
such as have been charged since electric service was first made available to 
its members in January 1938, and serve all within its area who presently are 
not receiving central station service : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of trustees of this cooperative endorse in principle 
the bill of the Honorable Richard L. Neuberger, U.S. Senator from the State 
of Oregon, which proposes to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to 
establish the Columbia River Development Corporation; be it further 

Resolved, That certified copies of this resolution be made and introduced in 
evidence at the hearing of the Subcommittee on Public Works to be held at 
Kalispell, Mont., December 11, 1958 ; be it further 

Resolved, That the manager of this cooperative, Eugene F. Pike, be, and he 
is hereby authorized, to appear before said committee and testify on behalf of 
himself and of the board of trustees of this cooperative in favor of said proposed 
legislation. 

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 


I, Joe N. Boyer, do hereby certify that I am the duly elected, qualified, and 
acting secretary of Missoula Electric Cooperative, Inc., Missoula, Mont., and 
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the resolution unanimously passed 
and approved by the board of trustees of said cooperative at its regular monthly 
meeting held December 2, 1958, and that the same appears upon the minutes of 
said meeting and no part thereof has been changed, rescinded, or modified. 


Joe N. Boyer, Secretary. 


{Editorial, ‘““‘The People’s Voice,” Nov. 28, 1958] 
ANALYSIS: COLUMBIA BASIN DEVELOPMENT BILL 


Opponents of the proposed Columbia Basin Development Corporation bill, 
including the National Chamber of Commerce and its Montana affiliates, the 
private power companies, and “front” organizations set up to fight compresensive 
development of the water resources of the Columbia have made a number of 
assertions aimed at confusing the general public. 

One of the old bugaboos they’ve trotted out concerns “usurpation” of State 
water rights. This is a tried and true strawman which has been waved before 
the public for many years by “front” organizations for the private-power inter- 
ests. But there isn’t a shred of truth in that contention. 

I have at hand a copy of the latest draft of the bill. Under section 12 the 
language is very specific, stating that “nothing in this Act shall affect or in any 
way interfere with the laws of any State relating to the control, appropriations, 
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use, or distribution of water used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired 
thereunder, * * * and nothing herein shall affect any right of any State or * * * 
of any landowner, appropriator, or user of water in, to, or from any interstate 
stream or the waters thereof.” 

The prospect of development of the water resources of the basin under the 
administration of a five-man board is also pointed up as a “danger” to the 
freedom of the people of the Pacific Northwest. 

Under present Federal laws governing development of interstate resources, 
control is exercised directly from Washington. 

Under the proposed bill, control would be vested in a five-man Board of 
Directors “who shall be appointed by the President by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate * * * Directors shall be residents of the Pacific 
Northwest * * * the Board shall include a Director appointed from the residents 
of each of the States of the Pacific Northwest * * *.” Instead of increasing 
Federal control, the proposed Act would bring control of development to the 
region, would afford the people a better opportunity to have a part in shaping the 
region’s development. 

The public interest of the region is further protected by provision for an 
Advisory Council to the Corporation’s Board of Directors. This advisory group 
would be sufficiently diverse in political and philosophical makeup to provide a 
balance in recommendations it would make to the Board of Directors annually 
or more often as the case demanded. Such a council, according to section 3(c) 
of the proposed act would “consist of forty members at large and one member 
appointed by each Member of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives 
from the Pacific Northwest.” In addition, there would be ex officio nonvoting 
members representing various Federal agencies, such as Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service, Forest Service, Soil Con- 
servation Service, Rural Electrification Administration, et cetera. 

To further implement regional confrol, the act provides that at “least sixty 
days prior to the presentation of the [Corporation’s] advance program to the 
President and Congress it shall be submitted to the Governors of the States of 
Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington * * * for their comments * * *” 
These and other comments are to be transmitted by the Corporation to the 
President and the Congress for consideration. 

Of particular importance to rural electric co-ops (and probably one major 
reason behind private power trust opposition to the bill) is the authority given 
the Corporation under section 4(d) “to encourage the widest possible use of 
all electric energy that can be generated and marketed and to provide reasonable 
outlets therefor [including wholesale transmission lines and facilities] to pre- 
vent the monopolization thereof by limited groups [sic, the power trust] * * *” 
and to “promote the diversified economic and industrial development of the 
several States in the Pacific Northwest * * *” [Bracketed points, our inser- 
tions.—Eb.] 

Montana rural electric co-ops well recall the “jobbing” Park County Electric 
received at the hands of Montana Power Co. a couple of years ago when the 
co-op sought an additional allotment of federally produced power for an added 
load of substantial proportions. Because of the infamous “wheeling” contracts 
put over (apparently by power trust intrigue) in 1951, control of delivering 
the needed increased powerload rested with Montana Power Co. management. 
Park Electric didn’t get the extra power. This provision (sec. 4d) would make 
it possible for the rural electrics to be freed from the yoke placed on them by 
the “wheeling” contracts. 

Protection for salaried and hourly wage earners is also assured under sec- 
tion 15 of the proposed act. 

Section 15(b) specifically provides that “no additional test or qualification 
shall be permitted or given consideration, but all (salaried personnel) appoint- 
ments and promotions shall be given and made on the basis of merit and 
efficiency * * *” Teeth in this section calls for the discharge by the Corpora- 
tion’s General Manager of any supervisory “officer or employee of the Corpora- 
tion * * * found to be guilty of a violation of this subsection * * *” 

Under section 15(d) “all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or 
subcontractors in performance of work within the United States, financed in 
whole or in part with Federal funds * * * pursuant to contracts in excess of 
$2,000 * * * shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on 
similar work in the locality * * * in accordance with the Davis-Bacon 
Act * * *” including time and one-half provisions, et cetera. In addition, the 
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Federal Employees Compensation Act, the Veterans Preference Act of 1944, 
civil service laws, shall apply. 

To sum up, the proposed Columbia Basin Development Corporation Act pro- 
vides an instrumentality for the comprehensive development of the resources of 
the basin, as a replacement for the haphazard run-of-the-river program of the 
private power trust with resultant high-cost power which does little to attract 
industry, provide new jobs and expand the tax base of the region. 

Should the measure become law the likelihood of future Hells Canyon give- 
aways will be nil. In addition, under the act Montana’s interests would be 
protected against such projects as the private utility dams at Cabinet Gorge 
and Noxon Rapids which assure Montana enterprise not a single kilowatt of 
power or a drop of irrigation water, although all except a couple bucketfuls of 
the water stored behind those two dams arises in Montana. 

The proposal deserves the wholehearted support of the people of Montana 


and the Northwest. 
H. L. B. 


K. G. DisTripuTors, INC., 
Missoula, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to have my name included with those who 
support the Columbia River Development Corporation bill in principle. As a 
small businessman, living in the Columbia region, I wish to see the area prosper, 
and maintain the competitive position with other regions of our country. Low- 
cost electric power is our biggest asset. 

I favor multipurpose development of our rivers. While we have made im- 
portant progress through the years, I believe we could do a better job in the 
future, if we had a corporation such as the one proposed in Senate bill 2114. 

It seems to me that Montana, along with the rest of the region, would 
prosper with the help of such an organization. 

Very truly yours, 
Howarp R. GAVIN. 

Mr. Prxe. I would like to go into a bit of what Mr. Sweetland was 
talking about before lunch on the information problem in Montana. 
Our main problem is lack of information. 

Now this Corporation bill has been proposed for 4 years by the 
sponsors and at least 2 years prior to that by some Oregon newspapers. 
Most of the people of Montana didn’t hear about it until this summer. 
I think if the people of Montana had know about this, you wouldn’t 
find nearly so many people in opposition. I think that most of the 
people here who are opposing this know very little about the Columbia 
River problems. They are victims of overnight development associa- 
tions and citizens’ committees, and so forth. All they have to do is 
holler “socialism” or “domination,” then they take the bait. 

I might say the chambers of commerce seem to have the same 
affliction. We common people who work for the good of Montana do 
not have the financial resources for the public relations people which 
are provided for the opposition. We even have to write our own 
testimony. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Pike. 

Next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF LEON C. HURTT, MISSOULA, MONT. 


Mr. Hurrr. Senator Neuberger, gentlemen, I am Leon C. Hurtt, 
541 Evans Avenue, Missoula, Mont., retired after 38 years mainly on 
range and watershed work for the U.S. Forest Service and now a 
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Montana cattle ranch owner and operator. I appear to support in 
principle the Columbia River Development Corporation bill as re- 
cently revised. I favor this proposed legislation for many reasons. 

First, it will provide a straightforward, businesslike method for 
another early step in development of the full, potential economic and 
social resources of the Columbia River, aptly called the lifeblood of 
the Northwestern States. Private enterprise has built more than 80 
percent of our national existing hydroelectric projects, the easiest and 
most profitable ones. But we now know from the record that private 
capital will not and cannot provide full comprehensive development of 
some nonrevenue producing assets such as flood control, navigation, 
and various recreational uses. Therefore, we must look increasingly 
to public financing at low rates for full development of these water 
resources, 

Fifty years ago President Theodore Roosevelt recognized this basic 
fact when he wrote, “Every stream should be used to its utmost. 
Each river system is a single unit and should be treated as such. 
Great storage works are necessary to equalize the flow of streams and 
save floodwaters. Their construction has been conclusively shown 
to be too vast for private effort.” 

A persistent barrage of unsound propaganda by a local group has 
been designed to challenge and discredit the basic policy formulated by 
Theodore Roosevelt half a century ago. The group boldly advocates 
hundreds of small dams and a few run-of-the-river dams as substitutes 
for such projects as the multipurpose Paradise Dam. 

I will skip a part of the paper if it may appear in the record. 

Senator Neupercer. It will appear in the record in full. 

Mr. Hurrr. Such a program would be largely ineffective for flood 
control but worst of all, would forever block the comprehensive pro- 
gram necessary to develop the full economic and social potential of 
the region. 

Small dams will not do the job. 

Over the years some 300 small- and medium-sized dams have been 
build on and near national forests of Montana. Their history demon- 
strates that such dams are wholly inadequate substitutes to large 
multipurpose developments. One large group of these existing dams 
on which data on both reservoir area and acre-feet are available in 
Forest Service files, show an average area of 162 acres when full and 
2,841 acre-feet of storage (the largest covers 872% acres and has 
34,000 acre-feet of storage). These are all single-purpose dams for 
irrigation, except one that generates a small amount of electric power. 
Please note that it would require 1,436 such pygmy dams averaging 
2,841 acre-feet to equal 4,080,000 acre-feet of live storage behind the 
proposed Paradise Dam. When full, these 1,436 dams averaging 162 
acres would cover 232,632 acres—more than 3 times the 71,160 acres 
of Paradise reservoir when full. For reasonable control of the Colum- 
bia River floods it is reported that 11 million acre-feet of additional 
storage is still needed. It would take 3,872 such small dams to equal 
this need. Such a program of small dams is a fantastic dream. 

Whether that many suitable dam sites could be found on the upper 
Columbia is only a wild guess. In lieu of better information, my own 
guess is that is it nonsense. This is based on more than 35 years with 
the U.S. Forest Service devoted to better watershed and land manage- 








1142 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 





ment in this region. During these years I walked and rode horseback 
over hundreds of Columbia headwater streams. For other sound 
reasons aside from dam sites, small dams are inadequate. 

Look now at 13 considerably larger dams built 16 or more years 

ago by the Montana Water Conservation Board. They were financed 
by State bonds, liquor taxes, etc., supplemented by a heavy subsidy 
of Federal WPA and RFC funds according to State Engineer Buck. 
The largest of these has 73,950 acre-feet capacity of live storage, and 
the smallest nearly 6,000 with an average of 23,518 acre-feet. It would 
take 174 such medium dams to equal Paradise or 468 for the 11 million 
acre-feet needed for controlling the Columbia. No doubt it is signifi- 
cant that > emer engineers or land managers do not propose to build 
468 such dams or 3,872 of the smaller ones mentioned above. They 
are also very expensive but do not meet the need for full river 
developments. 

Small dams are not efficient in flood control because they fill quickly 
in early spring then provide little or no storage during the critical 
May-June flood period. Storage must be regulated by opening and 
closing gates precisely as néiled It would be impractical to provide 

rsonnel, housing and communication at hundreds of remote dams 
in addition to the cost of construction and maintenance of facilities 
required to operate an effective synchronized control. In short, small 
dams simply won’t do the job. 

Furthermore, fishermen and other recreationists look with sharp 
disapproval on hundreds of dams on the upper Columbia. They 
would destroy spring and winter forage on mountain valleys and 
meadows that is already in short supply but critically needed for 
wintering deer and elk. 

Another major objection to 3,800 or more small dams to take the 
place of a few big ones, is that many of them would of necessity be 
located inside natural or wilderness reservations in remote national 
forest areas. Thousands of miles of ugly road scars would utterly 
ruin beautiful scenery and basic wilderness values for those who 
want to rough it briefly far from the mechanical gadgets that dom- 
inate our daily lives. Probably a few well-planned small dams may 
be ultimately justified on Columbia River headwaters where the dic- 
tates of coordinated water and land management may outweigh some 
legitimate objection. However, such exceptions will contribute little 
or nothing to flood control or industrial growth needed in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Other limitations and objections to relying on small dams might 
be cited but a realistic look at Columbia River problems will prove 
that small dams won’t do the job. Propaganda to the contrary based 
largely on fuzzy thinking and assumptions will prove disappointing 
ind very costly if accepted by the people most affected. No sensible 
program of building small dams on the Columbia will prevent another 
shocking loss of life and property such as took place at Vanport 10 
years ago. Neither will such dams provide the electric power we 
need to develop the industrial potential of Montana and provide more | 


jobs near home for our growing population. 
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LOW INTEREST RATE FOR FULL RIVER DEVELOPMENT AND LOW COST POWER 


Among the advantages of the Columbia Corporation bill is assur- 
ance of full river development at a substantial saving in costs due 
to low interest on loans backed by the U.S. Government. Such sav- 
ings can be largely passed along to consumers by reduced power rates, 
thus stimulating industrial growth. Such loans carried as capital in- 
vestments will not increase the already high national debt. More 
systematic planning of a comprehensive program can be carried out 
under this bill. 

Popular slogans such as “Creeping socialism,” is a hobgoblin to 
scare us rather than a valid argument against this legislation. We 
all know Theodore Roosevelt was not a Socialist. How ridiculous. 
On the contrary, he was our most eminent conservationist whose 
wisdom and foresight should still guide us in sound river develop- 
ments. Respectfully submitted, Leon C. Hurtt. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Hurtt. 

The next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF L. P. TONNER, MARTIN CITY, MONT. 


Mr. Tonner. My name is L. T. Tonner and I reside at Martin City, 
Mont., where I have operated a sawmill the past 15 years. I am also 
a representative from Flathead County to the Montana State Legis- 
lature. 

I have read the committee print, a bill to amend the Bonneville 
Project Act, and establish the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion Act of 1959. I am very much in favor of the basic principle of 
this bill. 

I realize the tremendous amount of work your committee has done 
to obtain this revised draft, and note that this last draft leaves in 
existence the present Federal agency responsibilities in all respects 
other than the planning and financing of power facilities. Under this 
bill, water rights, selection of dam sites, development and planning of 
reclamation and other nonpower benefits are virtually unchanged from 
existing law. ‘Therefore, it is my belief that Montana interests are 
protected to the fullest degree on these issues. 

The financing method is the same as used in the St. Lawrence project 
and is a step in the right direction. 

Many citizens of the Flathead and the Great Northwest do not know 
that Hungry Horse Dam, Grand Coulee, and other Federal dams, 
on the Columbia are carried on our national account books, only as 
part of our national debt. Section 16 of the bill would set up a 
capital budget system of accounting for these investments, which the 

eneral public could consider and understand. These projects pay 
interest to and produce revenue for the Federal Government, are 
self-liquidating and add a capital asset to our Nation’s wealth. 

The thermal and atomic power generation under section 4 of the bill 
is forward looking. This Nation needs, and the Northwest especially, 
a program to provide a hydrothermal and atomic power generation to 
provide a power supply above peak loads at all times for the defense of 
our country. It is my position that this is even more important than 
our present highway program and second only to flood control, soil 
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conservation, and a safe domestic water supply, which can all be 
accomplished if this act is approved. It is my belief that this great 
Nation of ours has an equal legal right to conscript its greatest an- 
nually replaced resource water, for the benefit of America, the same as 
it does its men in peacetime or war for military training and service. 

Full comprehensive development of our rivers is a must in America 
today. Controlled water is simply power or electricity in storage, 
which fact Hungry Horse Dam has proven to every one in the North- 
west. Hungary Horse Dam has become known the world over as a 
shining example of flood control at a river’s source. It also provides 
the greatest good for the greatest number for the longest possible time. 
Its principle is the use of the earth for the good of man. Hungry 
Horse, like Grand Coulee Dam is a monument to public investment in 
which orderly utilization offers a solid foundation for future pros- 
perity of the people. The comprehensive planning and development 
of our rivers is no more socialistic or un-American than the compre- 
hensive planning and building of our great highways and cities. Piece- 
meal development of the Columbia River waters will not work for the 
benefit of the people of America. 

As I stated, I favor the basic principle of this bill, but I do not 
believe section 9 is in the best interest for the citizens of Montana. 
Section 9, page 21, print of the proposed Columbia River Development 
Act of 1959, which I will call the preference-clause section of this bill 
perturbs me the most. Beginning at line 22 of said section, the bill 


reads: 


If in preparing advance programs for future power sales, the Corporation 
estimates that power supply will not be sufficient to meet such net power re- 
quirements, the Corporation is authorized to distribute subsequently available new 
supplies of power sold by the Corporation, taking into account the location of 
pewer-producing projects and the other physical contributions to the generation 
of power, the population, and the promotion of the diversified agricultural, 
industrial; and economic development of the several States of the basin, con- 
sistent with preference provisions of sections 4 and 5 thereof within any State 
or area. 

Senator, to me this means that power from any new projects like 
Paradise, Libby, Glacier View, and Spruce Park, all multipurpose 
dams in western Montana, would have to be distributed to existing 
preference customers no matter where they are, also that preference 
must be given to the areas of larger population where industrial 
development and expansion would be more logical. This is in direct 
conflict with the principle of the Hungry Horse Act which has a 
geographical allocation of at-site power. And, as you no doubt know, 
Senator, a committee print, cited as the Paradise Dam Project Act, 
January 1958, is now in your committee. And I would refer you to 
section 2—A of this bill, which also asks for full at-site power reserva- 
tion for Montana. This preference clause baby or allocation of at-site 
power was born with Hungry Horse Dam, Senators Murray and Mans- 
field working with a group of Flathead Valley citizens secured the 
enactment of it. 

As I stated before, Senator, I would like to delete some of this if it 
will appear in the record. 

Senator Neupercer. Your statement will appear in full, Mr. Tonner. 

Mr. Tonner. I would like to take a moment from the excerpt here 
on the 20-year giveaway Douglas McKay private power contracts and 


| 
| 
| 
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refer to geographical preference by stating that the U.S. Govern- 
ment can enter into a new industrial contract to carry out geographical 
preference. I do not like the word “a” as used here. It should read 
“any.” Although I believe there is language in the present bill that 
may bypass these 20-year contracts in the restriction of new industry, 
providing that new dams are built. I do not see how the present 
aluminum industry, for one example, can expand in the Northwest 
over present capacity for the next 40 years, or while these contracts 
exist. Although you, Senator, and your committee members, know 
the contents of these contracts as well as the companies’ lawyers do. 
I would like to read into the record my comments which express 
briefly the feeling of thousandsof Montana citizens. __ 

The 20-year private utility contracts with Bonneville Power, in 
which Douglas McKay, as Secretary of the Interior, sold the public 
interest of his State as well as Washington, Idaho, and Montana, 
down the river to nine northwestern private utilities, in his directive, 
which became effective September 1, 1953, are an invasion of the 
people’s rights without due process of law. 'The answer to this may 
be found in the Constitution of the United States and the Reclama- 
tion Act of 1906. These contracts have crippled all present industries 
who presently do not have a firm power contract for their needs, and 
has killed the opportunity of any new companies or industry de- 
pendent upon low-cost power from locating in the Northwest. 

As you well know, Senator, Olin Matheson Co. wanted a very 
large block of power at site or otherwise in the Northwest. They 
could not get it, so one of the Northwestern States lost several thousand 
jobs, millions of tax dollars, every year. It could have been your 
State of Oregon, or my State of Montana; I don’t know, but if either 
Libby or Paradise Dams had been under construction at the time, 
either one of which could have furnished at-site power of 400,000 
kilowatts and three times that much in downstream hidiadite, I believe 
this company would have located in the Columbia Basin. There have 
been others wanting low-cost power. Kaiser would have built the 
Glacier View Dam if that company could have obtained the site. These 
two companies have now located in the Ohio River Valley, where their 
combined plant investment is over $500 million, and provides over 
10,000 jobs; contrary to private utility companies’ propaganda as to 
markets, high-cost freight, and so forth. 

These companies located in Ohio, first because low-cost power was 
not available to them in the Northwest, second, because their firm 
power contracts at present are only 60 percent of their needs. At this 
point I would like to call your attention to the statement of Walter 
L. Rice, vice president of Reynolds Metals Co., pages 494, 495, and 
496 of your hearings record. His statement verifies the industry 
restriction act of Douglas McKay and proves that aluminum can be 
produced anywhere in the Northwest by low-cost hydropower just 
as cheap as in Texas on the Gulf, or Ohio, markets and freights con- 
sidered. In conclusion, I will add, people of Montana and the North- 
west are interested in jobs. Jobs and permanent payrolls, these de- 
pend upon how fast we develop our water resources. Under this 
bill, a speedy development program can be carried out, bringing with 
it industrial expansion and new industries. Hungry Horse Dam is 
our vardstick. Any underdevelopment of our rivers will work to the 
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disadvantage of the general public and contrary to the public wel- 
fare. I want to commend you, Senator, and your able committee, 
for holding this hearing in Kalispell, and assure you of my co- 
operation in securing the enactment of its principles. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Representative Tonner. 

Mr. Tonner. Senator, I would like to introduce a little evidence 
here in the form of a couple of short editorials by the Hungry 
Horse News and a couple of items pertaining to myself for the com- 
mittee to consider. If they are too long, I understand they won’t be 
in the record, but I think it should be up to you people to decide 
whether they should goin. I submit them for the record. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, and we will use our own judgment 
on the supplementary material, but your statement in full will appear 
in the record. 

Mr. Tonner. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Tonner. 

(The editorials are as follows:) 


{Hungry Horse News, Nov. 21, 1958] 
New CITIZENS COMMITTEE 


An interesting event in the Flathead last weekend was reactivation of the 
Flathead Citizens Committee. 

By the look of things we wonder if the new organization should not be more 
honestly termed the “Flathead Republican Citizens Committee.” 

This thought hinges on our feeling that the committee seems to conform in 
large measure to the stand on the power question taken by James E. Murphy, 
Kalispell attorney, and candidate for the State senate on the Republican ticket 
earlier this month. 

Murphy is a man of ability, and a citizens committee is the better for having 
him. Yet, we wonder what chance there is for any democratic attitudes to 
become a stand of the reactivated Flathead Citizens Committee as it now 
appears. 

We remember the Flathead Citizens Committee of the 1940’s with much re- 
spect. What fine leaders were Don Treloar, Al Winkler, and Gray Edmiston, 
and there were others. 

Personally we doubt that Hungry Horse Dam would have been built, if it had 
not been for the leadership and work of those men. Hungry Horse had Re- 
publican support, but it was a Democratic administration that achieved the 
project. The Flathead Citizens Committee we knew did not carry a Republican 
or Democratic stamp. 

We wonder what particular projects the reactivated Flathead Citizens Com- 
mittee will support, or are they a group brought into being essentially to oppose 
any Columbia River development program. 

For example will the reactivated Flathead Citizens Committee press for Spruce 
Park Dam, if the Bureau of Reclamation report next March terms such a project 
economically feasible. 

Of course the committee can endorse Libby Dam; almost everybody else on this 
side of the Canadian lines does. When it comes to Glacier View Dam, there is 
the situation where both Truman and Hisenhower administrations oppose the 
idea. 

Having Democratic leanings we are not as shocked at the idea of a Columbia 
River Authority as are James Murphy and some of the other leading Flathead 
citizens. Now they seem to follow the Montana Power Co. ideas as to what dams 
should be built. Let’s remind them that Montana Power Co. bitterly opposed 
Hungry Horse a dozen years ago. 

Much ado was made during the recent campaign by the Republicans that 
Hungry Horse with its power reservation for Montana was a frail safeguard for 
this State. Yet, the power reservation was strong enough for the Anaconda Co. to 
build a $60 million aluminum plant providing nearly 600 year-around jobs in the 
Flathead. 
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So far at least, we will go along with an orderly Columbia Development Author- 
ity providing that there are firm safeguards for Montana. For our part we pre- 
fer the political philosophy of Senator Mike Mansfield to that of the Republicans. 
The last men who would sell this State down the river are Mansfield and Con- 
gressman Metcalf. This new Flathead Citizens Committee—which seems in 
contrast to the old, that worked as a team with Mansfield—should keep this in 
mind. 


{Hungry Horse News, Apr. 19, 1958] 
Kerr Dam’s BENEFACTOR 


There’s hardly a week that passes when we do not see some “crack” about 
Hungry Horse Dam being a mistake. 

It obviously originates with planned strategy to discredit Federal power 
projects. 

Again and again the Hungry Horse News points out that the Flathead now has 
a year-around industrial operation, the Anaconda Aluminum Co. plant, employing 
691 as a result of Hungry Horse Dam. 

Then the private power company press gasps at the situation of Hungry Horse 
Dam having an installed capaicty of 285,000 kilowatts with generators running 
at capacity for only about 4 months a year. 

We could gasp at their automobiles with 200 horsepower, needed only when they 
pass and have to get back in their own lanein a hurry. 

Hungry Horse has a planned high installed capacity. In this Pacific North- 
west power pattern, when a heavy outflow of power and water for peaking is 
needed from Hungry Horse, the Flathead plant delivers. 

Actually the problem is that we are on the defensive when it comes to Hungry 
Horse Dam. We should not be. The project is proving and paying for itself 
beyond expectation. 

In all honesty, there should be more recognition given to downstream benefits 
of Hungry Horse. The South Fork’s snow water held back at Hungry Horse 
and utilized later by downstream dams and powerhouses, will soon be responsible 
for about 1 million kilowatts of power, about 10 times the local output. 

We doubt that Cabinet George Dam would have been built had it not been 
for Hungry Horse Dam. In a week Hungry Horse can discharge more water 
than the whole of Cabinet Gorge Reservoir contains. 

Noxon Rapids Dam is a major project. Would Noxon be under construction 
if Hungry Horse was not providing upstream storage? 

There’s a radio and newspaper bombardment about private power companies 
paying taxes and public dams not on tax rolls. 

Our answer here is that Hungry Horse Dam is not on tax rolls, but Anaconda 
Aluminum ©o., as a result of Hungry Horse Dam, is paying $478,941.24 in taxes 
for 1956 to Flathead County. 

Then we wonder if Montana Power Co., an aggressive, efficient and able 
utility, isn’t benefitting from Hungry Horse Dam as much as anyone. 

Kerr Dam at the foot of Flathead Lake is a fine Montana asset. However, 
the level of Flathead Lake, with its ring of summer homes, cannot be altered 
much without economic loss. Montana Power Co. storage production capacity 
at Kerr is limited to Flathead Lake storage below the cottage line and actually 
could use only a part of the spring floodwaters of the Flathead River Forks. 

In fact, Flathead Lake could fill to allowable capacity during May and June 
without a drop of water from the Flathead’s South Fork. 

Prior to 1950, the forks of the Flathead provided much more water than Kerr 
Dam could utilize in its powerhouse during spring months (a lot went over the 
spillway unused) and then there was a water shortage during fall and winter 
months. 

Building the big dam on the South Fork has certainly changed this picture, 
and obviously made possible those new generators at Kerr Dam. There is now 
more water for Kerr in winter. 

Hungry Horse Dam was built with public funds. Montana Power Co. is a 
private business and so is the Hungry Horse News. . 

Just exactly how much money is Montana Power Co. paying for water stored 
behind Hungry Horse Dam which if there were no dam, would not be bene- 
fitting them. 

You know, I think the American taxpayers are subsidizing Montana Power 
Co., but they won’t admit it. 











1148 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


TELLS VIEWS ON KERR DAM DEVELOPING 


Dear Eprror: Your editorial entitled “Kerr Dam’s Benefactor” in April 19 
issue of Hungry Horse News, radiates the true profession of a free press. The 
Federal Power Commission under the act of March 7, 1926 (Stat. 200, 212) issued 
License No. 5 dated May 23, 1930, to Rocky Mountain Power Co. under which the 
Kerr Dam was constructed. The license was subsequently transferred to the 
Montana Power Co. and which license also authorized the company to regulate 
Flathead Lake between elevations 2,883 and 2,893 mean sea level, as a storage 
reservoir. 

Kerr Dam was built at what is known as the Newell site on the Flathead 
River within the Flathead Indian Reservation and approximately one-half of 
the shoreline of Flathead Lake is within this reservation. 

Two generating units each of 56,000 kilowatts capacity, were installed—the 
first unit went into service in 1939, the second in 1949. A third unit of 56,000 
kilowatts was installed and placed in operation in December of 1954. Proper 
payment for this unit is a matter of controversy between the company and the 
tribes, and is now before the U.S. district court for the district of Montana. 

This license runs for a period of 50 years. Annual charges by the.tribes may 
be adjusted within 20 years after the beginning of operations and at periods of 
not less than 10 years thereafter by mutual agreement and approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior. A total of $2,872,379 was paid to the Indian tribes 
through 1954. An annual payment of $175,000 per year was stipulated for the 
period 1954 to 1959. Plus this the tribe and white irrigators receive additional 
benefits of preferential energy rates. As above figures show, Montana Power is 
now paying the tribes $50,000 per year more for that third generator. 

What have they paid for Hungry Horse water which made this third generator 
possible. The answer is, to date, nothing. 

Yes, Montana Power Co. is subsidized by the American taxpayers, both coming 
and going, the energy coming to them and the water going downstream, fast tax 
writeoff, and highest net earnings in history. 

Private utility companies have never built a multiple-purpose dam in the 
United States and never will. The request of the Montana Power Co. to build 
the Buffalo Rapids Dam on the Flathead River (60-foot, 80,000-kilowatt dam), 
if granted, would mean the destruction of multiple-purpose Paradise Dam site, 
and would be an inexcusable waste of our natural resource, water. 

If the above should happen, the Montana Power Co. will be about as popular 
in the Northwest as Mr. Dixon and Mr. Yates are in Memphis, Tenn. The 
reaction which would come from the Northwest would probably be more than 
the company could survive. 

I am a firm believer that Congress already has released far too many powers 
to monopolies, to the detriment of the people. Also, that our Congress has been 
very indifferent to the huge multi-million dollar advertising campaign sppnsored 
by 125 private power companies, including Montana Power. This huge private 
power propaganda drive by expensive advertising on radio, television, slick 
magazines, nhewspapers and other media, create bugaboos which have been 
implanted in the minds of many Americans. A final bugaboo has been the 
idea planted deliberately and maliciously—that projects of Federal multi- 
purpose dams and public power are contrary to the American way of life, are 
subversive to the welfare of the people, and are the expression of an ideology 
foreign to all the things we hold dear. 

This false propaganda spread all over America by these 125 private power 
companies is the most vicious, un-American, subversive propaganda in all 
America today. 

The taxpayers of Montana and the United States will have to fight to save 
their God-given resources for themselves and their posterity. Write your rep- 
resentative in Washington and advise him it is time for a return to rule and 
reason in America of free men in the spirit of the great confession of faith made 
by our forefathers in the year 1776. 

L. P. TONNER. 


Ed. Nore.—The Hungry Horse News is not interested in getting in the middle 
of the Paradise Dam fight. We are a local paper, and do not feel that Paradise 
Dam is in the area we serve. 
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(Hungry Horse News, Oct. 30, 1958] 
THe FLATHEAD PowER IssuE—‘*WATER AND Sort CONSERVATION” 
(By Representative L. P. “Cy” Tonner) 


Hungry Horse Dam is a monument to democracy and a free way of life. It is 
of the greatest benefit to the people of Montana and in the interest of all the 
people of America. It has strengthened the entire Pacific Northwest. It has 
helped to firm up the flow of the great Columbia River, and has taken the 
crest off some potential floods, while increasing downstream power production 
in the States of Washington and Oregon. As a recreation and tourist attrac- 
tion it is second only to Glacier National Park. It has provided 1,000 new jobs 
and greatly increased the tax base in both Flathead and Silver Bow Counties. 

These benefits are the materialistic values that came with the construction of 
this multipurpose dam. However, the realistic values of benefits from this great 
dam, come from the conservation of our two greatest natural resources—soil and 
water. 

In the United States today, erosion takes 21 times as much fertility from the 
soil each year as does production of crops. The Mississippi River alone dumps 
735 million tons of topsoil into the Gulf of Mexico each year. During flood 
stages the Mississippi River carries past the city of New Orleans enough soil 
every 60 seconds to cover 40 acres with 7 inches of soil. 

Top soil and water constitute the real fundamental capital of this country. It 
is our duty as a free society to conserve both these great national resources with 
all possible speed and at the same time develop the full energy capacity of our 
rivers for defense and the production of food and fiber. 

I have never yet read of a civilization being destroyed by too much food and 
fiber nor too high a standard of living. Surpluses are problems in a great 
country like ours—-as are any other blessings. 

Why is it that America, with 6 percent of the world’s population and 7 percent 
of the world’s area, is today giving away more foodstuffs than is known to be 
purchased by, any other country in the world? Well, part of the answer to this 
lies in the fact that all flood-control and navigation projects within the United 
States are nonreimbursable. This has been the policy of the American people 
ever since the 18th century, when we first started to build dams on the Ohio and 
other rivers to make them trustworthy rivers to benefit navigation, control 
floods, and conserve soil. Hydropower was unknown at that time. 

In recent years under the terms of the Federal Power Act, political forecast- 
ing was not included as part of the Federal Power Commission's duties, but I 
would like to remind the general public that any time, any place, a frozen asset 
is better than a wasted one. Wasted, the Kootenai, Flathead, and Clark Fork 
River waters will be if private power builds any more run-of-the-river dams on 
these streams. Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Gorge are examples. 

Therefore, the big question in Montana today is: Will a great national re- 
source such as our Columbia River headwaters, be surrendered to underdevelop- 
ment for the profit of a few or be developed fully for the greatest good for the 
greatest number in the long run? Is it moral to waste these multipurpose sites 
in Montana with underdevelopment when full flood control, soil conservation, 
and underground water replacement is desperately needed? And when a power 
shortage lies immediately ahead? Can it be said that the resources which God’s 
bounty has made possible in this State is man’s to waste? 

The answer is “No.” However, private interests outside of Montana hope to 
mutilate all of our great multipurpose dam sites on the headwaters of the 
Columbia River by constructing run-of-the-river dams which afford no flood 
control, no soil conservation or underground water replacement, and no recrea- 
tion either to the people or fish and wildlife. (Loss of the high Hells Canyon 
Dam site in Idaho is one example. ) 

These outside interests are not the citizens of the downstream States of 
Washington and Oregon as some individuals and pressure groups would like to 
have you believe, but they are the affiliates of the Electric Bond & Share Co., 
whose headquarters are on Wall Street, and who exploit the West through high 
power rates which cover up padded operating expenses including unnecessary 
management fees, propaganda, and lobbying charges. 

These interests are attempting to Balkanize our country by pitting one region 
against another, our State against downstream States. Today the citizens of 
these affected areas realize the fact that our economic system in the United 
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States is a hybrid of public and private initiative, of public and private invest- 
ment, of free and private enterprise; also that the only possible way to keep 
our ever increasing cost of our State and Federal Government at a minimum, 
is to develop our natural resources—water, soil and energy—to the fullest 


degree. 

Senator Neusercer. Now the opponents of the bill have one-half 
hour in their order of priorities. If the first speaker from this se- 
quence for the opponents will come up, we will be pleased to hear 
his testimony. 

I want to say for the record we have been very pleased to have high 
school students in the gallery from time to time. This morning there 
were a great many high school classes. I think it is a fine thing for 
them to see democracy at work, and I hope some of these boys and 
girls from Flathead County High School will themselves someday be 
serving in government at the local, State or Federal level. 


STATEMENT OF ROY M. GREENHECK, PHILIPSBURG, MONT. 


Mr. GreENHECK. Senator Neuberger, members of the committee, I 
would like to read 

Senator Nreusercer. Will you give your name and identification, 
please. 

Mr. Greenneck. I am Roy M. Greenheck, Philipsburg, Mont. 

I have numerous statements against here. I would like to read my 
own. Other than that I will present them as per name. 

Senator Neusercer. You may take the time at your disposal and 
any way you see fit. 

Mr. Greennecs. The statement of Roy M. Greenheck, Philipsburg, 
Mont., assessor of Granite County, regarding S. 3114, Columbia River 
Development Corporation. [Reading:] 


I wish to oppose the enactment of S. 3114 and offer the following facts with 
relation to operations in this county. 

First, I wish to say that I was born and raised in this area, ranched and run 
livestock in this vicinity for 20 years with my father, and for another 20 years 
on my own; have been assessor of Granite County for the past 8 years. 

I wish to oppose the enactment of 8. 3114, some of the reasons as follows: 

One, I firmly believe that the water right laws, as now in effect in Montana, 
are well administered and well meets our needs. Therefore, I am opposed to 
adding any form of Federal control to the use of water that originates within our 
State. Why not keep State rights as is? They have worked and are working 
very well. 

Two, I am opposed to the flooding of our valleys in order to provide either ir- 
rigation water and/or public power for down-the-river States. Why set up a 
corporation which might tend to destroy our free enterprise system by centraliz- 
ing control—government or otherwise? What is the matter with State rights as 
they now exist? 

Three, I am opposed both to the construction of tax-free Government projects 
and the flooding of our ranch lands, hay lands or pasture, thereby removing them 
from the tax rolls of our counties and State. 

This appears to this writer to be a trend toward the welfare or socialistic 
state. My theory of government is to keep it as close to the people as possible; 
that government—whether Federal, State, or local—should only regulate, not 
compete. We grew into quite a nation following this line of action. Why keep 
tearing it down? 


I submit that statement. 
I also submit a statement from the Granite County Farm Bureau 
opposing the law. 
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I submit a statement from the mayor of the town of Philipsburg, 
William Moore. 

I submit a statement from Thomas F, Collins, a rancher in the 
Flint Creek Valley. 

I submit a statement of John W. McDonald, Jr., of the Flint Creek 
Valle 

| alee a statement of George M. Mungas, rancher and cattleman 
of the Flint Creek Valley. 

I submit a statement of Erick V. Johnson, rancher and cattleman 
of the Flint Creek Valley. 

I submit a statement of William Ball, rancher and cattleman of the 
Flint Creek Valley. 

I submit a statement from the Flint Creek Valley Bank president, 
banker and only banker in the county of Granite. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Greenheck. We 
are pleased to have you here today. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE MUNGAS, JR., OF PHILIPSBURG, MONT., FOR THE GRANITE 
County FarM Bureau, on §S. 3114 


Hon. RicH arp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


Dear Sir: We, the members of the Granite County Farm Bureau, oppose the 
proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill, 8. 3114. 

We believe that the future water rights, both underground and surface, for 
water originating in Montana, should be preserved for Montana and for future 
generations prior to any water released to interests at down-the-river locations. 

Yours truly, 
GEorRGE Munous, Jr., 
President, Granite County Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. Moorr, Mayor oF TOWN OF PHILIPSBURG, FOR THE 
MERCHANTS AND RESIDENTS OF THE TOWN OF PHILIPSBURG, ON §S. 3114 


Hon. RIcHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 


DEAR Sir: We are opposed to the enactment of the proposed S. 3114, known 
as the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

Our opposition is based upon the following conclusions : 

1. The Corporation would be similar to the valley authorities proposed in 
earlier bills, is socialistic in nature, and is designed to promote the growth of 
Government ownership of the water resources in the Pacific Northwest. 

2. The Corporation would be controlled by a General Manager appointed by 
the President, assisted by a politically appointed Board of Directors, only one 
of whom would need to be from Montana, and hence Montana would be denied 
an effective voice in the development of water resources arising within Granite 
County and within other sections of western Montana. 

3. The Corporation, as a tax-free Federal agency, financed by Government 
funds, would create an added burden on taxpayers and would tend to reduce 
the tax base for State and local government by acquiring property now on the 
tax rolls and by assuming utility responsibilities which are now satisfactorily 
performed by taxpaying citizen-owned enterprise. 

4. The centrally controlled Corporation could exert tremendous economic and 
political power in the region and could jeopardize the development of taxpay- 
ing concerns which are basic in the future development of Granite County and 
western Montana. 
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5. The Corporation by centering its activities on its plainly dominant func- 
tion—the development of Government power facilities—could impair the utiliza- 
tion of the water resources of Granite County and western Montana for irri- 
gation, livestock raising, and other agricultural purposes. 

For these reasons, among others, I urge the committee to reject the proposed 
legislation to create a Columbia Valley Development Corporation. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM W. Moore, 
Mayor of the Town of Philipsburg, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS F, CoLLiIns, OF PHIL IPSBURG, Mont., RANCHER AND CATTLE- 
MAN OF GRANITE CouUNTY, MONT., REGARDING 8. 3114, CoLu MBIA RIVER DEVELOP- 
MENT CORPORATION 


Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, New U.S. 
Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Six: I wish to oppose the enactment of S. 3114 bill and offer the follow- 
ing facts regarding my operations in this county. 

1. I run 415 head of cattle and have 360 acres of irrigated land and 5,554 
acres of grazing land. 

2. In order to carry my cattle through the winter months when the grazing 
land is snow covered, I must produce and retain 8380 tons of hay for feeding 
purposes. 

3. I firmly believe that the water rights law as now in effect in Montana is 
well administered and well meets our needs. Therefore, I am opposed to adding 
any form of Federal control to the use of water that rises within our State. 

4. I am opposed to the flooding of our fertile valleys in order to provide either 
irr rigation water or public power for down-the-river States. 

5. I am opposed both to the construction of tax-free Government projects, 
and the flooding of taxpaying fertile valleys of our State, thus removing them 
from the tax rolls of our counties and States. 

Yours truly, 
THoMAS F. COLLINS. 

PHILLIPSBURG, MONT. 

(A letter was received from John W. McDonald, Jr., of Philips- 
burg, Mont., rancher and cattleman, which is identical to the one 
shown above with the exception of pars. 1 and 2, which are as 
follows :) 

1. I run 600 head of cattle and have 650 acres of irrigated land and 6,607 
acres of grazing land. 

2. In order to carry my cattle through the winter months when the grazing 
land is snow covered, I must produce and retain 1,200 tons of hay for feeding 
purposes. 

(A letter was received from George M. Mungas, of Philipsburg, 
Mont., rancher and cattleman, which is identical to the one shown 
above, with the exception of pars. 1 and 2, which are as follows:) 

1. I run 350 head of cattle and have 300 acres of irrigated land and 6,062 
acres of grazing land. 

2. In order to carry my cattle through the winter months when the grazing 
land is snow covered, I must produce and retain 700 tons of hay for feeding 
purposes. 

(A letter was received from Erick V. Johnson, of Philipsburg, 
Mont., rancher and cattleman, which is identical to the one shown 
above, with the exception of pars. 1 and 2, which are as follows:) 


1. I run 362 head of cattle and have 541 acres of irrigated land and 2,176 acres 
of grazing land. 

2. In order to carry my cattle through the winter months when the grazing 
land is snow covered, I must produce and retain 725 tons of hay for feeding 
purposes. 
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(A letter was received from William Ball, of Philipsburg, Mont., 
rancher and cattleman, which is identical to the one shown above, 
with the exception of pars. 1 and 2, which are as follows:) 


1. I run 875 head of cattle and have 350 acres of irrigated land and 3,850 
acres of grazing land. f 

2. In order to carry my cattle through the winter months when the grazing 
land is snow covered, I must produce and retain 750 tons of hay for feeding 
purposes. 


STATEMENT OF B. G. PAIGE, OF PHILIPSBURG, MONT., REGARDING 8. 3114 


FLINT CREEK VALLEY BANK, 
Philipsburg, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Hon. Ricu arp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
New U.S. Courthouse, Portland, Oreg. 

GENTLEMEN: I wish in this way to show my opposition to the Columbia River 
development bill S. 3114. I do not believe in the creation of these Government 
corporations which would take over the economic freedom and rights of the 
people of Montana and the Pacific Northwest. It is my firm belief that our 
water resources can be developed as the need arises by our free enterprise 
system which has been a great heritage in our country. It is my observation 
that nearly all of the corporations created by our Federal Government have 
received tax benefits which has thrown the burden on other taxpayers. 

I believe that the Federal Government has extended its realm too far and 
that we need to decentralize many of these activities. We in Montana, the 
headwaters of this great water resource, do not wish to have our waters con- 
trolled by a regional corporation such as is contemplated and which would have 
broad powers over our people and the sovereignty of our State in such matters. 

A subsidized entity such as this bill would create is against my philosophy. 

Very truly yours, 
B. G. Paiae, President. 


Senator Neusercer. Who is the next witness for the opponents of 
the bill ¢ 


STATEMENT OF ROY McLEOD, MANAGER, TROUT MINING DIVISION, 
AMERICAN MACHINE & METALS, INC. 


Mr. McLrop. Senator, ny name is Roy McLeod, I am general 
manager of the Trout Mining Division, American Machine & Metals, 
Ine. 

Senator Neupercer. Will you spell your name for the reporter, 
please ? 

Mr. McLrop. M-c-L-e-o-d. 

[ wish to present a statement in opposition to the proposed legis- 
lation on the basis that our company is interested in this proposal 
because we purchase both water and electricity for use in our man- 
ganese dioxide and silver, lead, and zinc concentrating operation. 
We are entirely dependent upon a continuing source of water for 
these operations. 

Section 5(c) of the proposed legislation grants the Corporation 
broad powers of condemnation over property it requires to carry 
out its purposes. This section threatens not only our water supply, 
but the electric facilities that supply us and our property as well. 
If the Corporation decided it needed any facilities in this area to 
carry out its purposes, we would have no protection against the 
condemnation that might follow. 
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In addition, our taxes are high enough now and the elimination of 
a lot of the taxpaying land and facilities, why, it would make it that. 
much harder on us, and that is why I oppose it. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McLeop. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. The next witness for the opponents. 


STATEMENT OF 0. J. MURPHY, PARADISE VALLEY LODGE NO. 652, 
PARADISE, MONT. 


Mr. Murpuy. Senator Neuberger and members of the committee, 
I have a resolution. 

Senator Nevuprrepr. Will you identify yourself, please ? 

Mr. Morpuy. It is a statement of Mr. O. J. Murphy, Paradise, 
Mont., for the Paradise Valley Lodge No. 652, on Senate Bil 3114. 

I might add that this lodge is affiliated with the Brotherhood of 
Railway & Steamship Clerks. 

I am just reading the last paragraph. 

Senator Neusercer. You may read anything you see fit. 

Mr. Murpuy (reading) : 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That Paradise Valley Lodge No. 652, cognizant 
of its interest in the future well-being of the State of Montana, does hereby go 
on record as strongly opposing the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation, or Senate bill 3114. 

And I have a number of other statements that I have been asked 
to present by people who couldn't be here. All of these people are 
opposed to this legislation. The following are of Paradise, Mont.: 

Mrs. Don Pearsall and Mr. Don Pearsall, W. L. Thomas, A. H. 
Blekastad, Katheryn Auclair, Agnes H. Minear, Fred R. Minear, 
Mary L. Herman, Charles L. Willcutt, Jr., C. L. Willeutt, Loy D. 
Sears, Mrs. Jean Mathies, H. C. Mathies, Olaf Z. Dickson, Elmer L. 
Sears, Mrs. Josephine Sears, Charles E. Herman, Arthur Fortner, 
Herman D. Wagenius, D. A. McMichael, Jack L. Hermiston, Clyde 
M. Palmer, Mrs. Bessie E. Murphy, Mrs. Ruby Wagenius, E. O. Will- 
cutt, Delbert T. Wallin, Charles E. Porter. 

And this is in opposition, it is signed by Mary G. Crecelius of 
Plains, August De Mers, of Plains, Mina De Mers, Ila May Raymond, 
of Plains and W. N. Brox, of Plains, and Mrs. W. N. Brox. 

This is a statement of F. E. Nesheim, of Paradise; Esther M. Mor- 
rison, of Plains; Chester L. Jackson, of Paradise; Nettie E. Jackson, 
of Paradise; Gladys Parish, of Paradise; Howard W. Pickering, of 
Paradise; C. B. Kelly, of Paradise; Rod Auclair, of Trout Creek; 
O. J. Murphy, of Paradise; J. A. McNeeley, of Paradise; Charles C. 
Bowser, of Paradise; Mrs. Victor Cyr, of Paradise; Eugene W. Far- 
rington, of Paradise; Agnes Ogden, of Paradise. 

Senator Neuspercer. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 

(The full resolution and letters follow :) 


STATEMENT OF OGBORN J. MURPHY, PARADISE, MONT,, EMPLOYED AS YARD CLERK 


PARADISE, Mont., December 9, 1958. 


Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

I am opposed to the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
and all other bills that tend to promote Federal authority, over the use and 
development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
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The vast amount of power given to the five appointed Directors of this 


‘Corporation, would subject this region to a rule of almost absolute dictatorship, 


and they would be answerable only to the President of the United States. 

This tax-free, subsidized hydroelectric power Corporation, would remove 
large blocks of taxable land, and other projects of private enterprise from our 
tax base, also disrupt our local and State economy, because this tax would 
necessarily be paid by the individual taxpayer. 

It has also been proven, that Federal hydroelectric projects cannot and do 
not repay, in actual dollars, the original investment, nor do they pay taxes or 
interest, such as those paid by private enterprise. 

This bill if enacted into law, would dispel the so-called creeping socialism 
myth, because we could then call it the galloping socialism reality. 

Very truly yours, 
O. J. Murpry. 


STATEMENT oF O. J. MurPHyY, PARADISE, MONT., FOR PARADISE VALLEY LopGE No. 
652, on SENATE BILL 3114 


BroTHeRHOooD OF RArLway & STEAMSHIP CLERKS, 
FREIGHT HANDLERS, Express & STATION EMPLOYEES, 
IDAHO DIVISION PROTECTIVE COMMITTEE, 
December 2, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


Whereas a bill has been proposed to create a Columbia River Development 
Corporation that would have control over waters of the Pacific Northwest, 
including Montana; and 

Whereas the five Directors of this Corporation would be appointive and 
would thereby not be directly responsible to the people of the Northwest; and 

Whereas the Directors would have power to issue revenue bonds as they see 
fit, and without approval of Congress ; and 

Whereas under the terms of this bill, Montana would become a huge storage 
reservior to reduce downstream waterfiow to a figure considerable less than the 
Army Corps of Engineers deem necessary: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Paradise Valley Lodge No. 652, cognizant of its interest in 
the future well-being of the State of Montana, does hereby go on record 
as strongly opposing the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation, 
or Senate bill 3114. 

JERRY P. COLYER. 
C. J. EKMAN. 
CHARLES E. PORTER. 


STATEMENT OF AGNES H, MINEAR, PARADISE, MONT. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: As a property owner and taxpayer in Paradise, Mont., for 
all of my adult life, I wish to express my definite opposition to the proposed 
Senate bill 3114. 

This is certainly a trend toward socialism with complete power over so many 
resources and so many people placed in the hands of a small board of appointed 
men. 

I am the mother of five youngsters who should also have the right, in due time, 
to a voice in what is best for our great Northwest. 

Yours truly, 
AGNES H. MINEAR. 


STATEMENT oF ©, L. WILLcuTT, PARADISE, MONT., GENERAL FOREMAN, RETIRED 


PaRApDISE, Mont., November 23, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington D.C.; 


The proposed legislation; namely, the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration, is very undesirable legislation, and I am very much opposed to 
the enactment of this bill into law, because: 

It nullifies State rights, treaties with the Indians, irrigation agreements, and 
reclamation projects now in operation. 
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It gives’ the power to build: projects, produce power, take over existing projects, 
and market for sale all power produced in this region. 
This bill is against all my principles as a citizen and taxpayer of the United 
States of America. 
Yours truly, 


C. L. WittLeutt. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER L. Sears, Parapisg, Mont., GENERAL ForEMAN, TIB 
PLANT, ReGARDING S. 3114 


PARADISE, Mont., December 2, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


I am opposed to the proposed bill S. 3114, or any other Federal authority bill, 
that tends to take over full control of development of the Columbia River. 

The proposed bill is socialistic in nature, it places too much authority in the 
hands of political appointees, who would not have the best interests of the 
Northwest in mind, it would create an additional tax burden on the taxpaying 
citizens of our Nation, and it is also, an unfair tax-free power program competing 
with taxpaying private enterprise. 

The above statement to be presented at the hearing at Kalispell, Mont., 
December 11, 1958. 

Very truly yours, 


EvLMer L. Sears. 


STATEMENT oF D. A. McMICHAEL, MERCHANT, OF PARADISE, MonrT. 


PARADISE, MONT., December 10, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


I am opposed to the enaction of the proposed bill S. 3114, that would create 
the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

The principle of said bill is contrary to our Amerian way of life. It elimi- 
nates the sovereign rights of our State government, and the economic freedom 
of the people in the Pacific Northwest. 

After a great deal of thought and study, I have come to the conclusion that 
bill S. 3114 is unsound and undemocratic. 

Students from all over the workt come here to the United States to study, 
to learn why we are the greatest Nation in the world, under our Democratic 
form of Government. Why change now? 

I am definitely opposed to bill S. 3114, and it’s counterpart the revised form 
that would form the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Very truly yours, 
D. A. MCMIcCHAEL. 


STATEMENT OF ESTHER M. Morrison REGARDING BIL S. 3114 


I am opposed to the bill and I can’t see why the Government and States 
west of Montana should have control of all the resources of Montana. Which 
means that the population of this State would be without homes or a living. 
After being forced out of homes and employment would the people of Oregon 
and Washington absorb this population and guarantee them jobs for the rest 
of their lives? 

Having worked with the tax roll of Sanders County I speak thereof. It 
would take revenue from all taxpayers as well as from such utilities as: 
Montana Power Co., Washingten Power & Light Co., Northern Montana Rail- 
way, Mountain States Telegraph & Telephone, Yellowstone Pipeline, as well 
as large sawmills, towns, etc. I am not in favor of Government control knowing 
what it would do to the tax structure of this one county to say nothing of the 
balance of the State. The tax burden on the people of Montana would be 
prohibitive. And why after all these years should be have all our rights 
and resources taken from us. 

We, people of Montana are known for our friendliness and generosity but 
why should be be forced to give up everything we have to satisfy the whims 
of our western neighbors. And how can a five-man Board decide what is best 





— 





| 
' 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1157 


for us when they probably know nothing of our State only to get all they can 
for nothing. And to place a prohibitive tax burden upon us, as well as taking 
all our rights. Perhaps they don’t know or haven’t read the Declaration of 
Independence. 

I hope we can keep Government control out of our State and keep private 
ownership in and taxes down. 


PARADISE, MONT., December 8, 1958. 
Public Works Committee, US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am definitely against the proposed bill S. 3114, or the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill, which is to be introduced in the 
next Congress. 

I believe in private enterprise with taxes properly paid, not all these Govern- 
ment-controlled, operated, and built utilities. 

They are usually built and operated and most often proposed by people who 
have not lived in the area or who have no real concern for what happens, only 
their immediate job. 

The private companies, I believe, are filling the needs of Montana and our 
neighboring States very well, and as a greater demand comes, they will meet 
this demand better and certainly with less waste and cost than any Federal 
Government projects. 

Yours truly, 
AGNES L. OGDEN. 
(The remaining letters are retained in the files of the committee.) 


Senator Nevsercer. The next witness for the opponents of the bill. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. BONNER, FORMER GOVERNOR, STATE 
OF MONTANA, HELENA, MONT. 


My name is John W. Bonner. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Bonner is a former Governor of the State 
of Montana. 

Mr. Bonner. Senator, I read with a great deal of interest your in- 
troductory statement made at the beginning of these hearings on May 
21,1958, and I quote from page 3 of the record. 

As I stated in my speech of introduction, I am not personally committed to 
this particular proposed solution to the problem of Bonneville’s proper form and 
function. I hope to learn a lot more about the proposal at these hearings, and 
I think it constitutes a good basis for judging these problems, and for comparison 
with any other means of meeting them. 

Which I sincerely appreciate, and that is the reason I am here today. 

I am a native of Montana and was reared on a ranch near Perma, 
Mont., and I am intimately acquainted with all of the area involved in 
the testimony concerning Paradise Dam. 

I am a practicing lawyer in Helena, Mont., and for several years 
was Democratic attorney general or Governor of the State of Mon- 
tana. In these capacities I have studied water resources of Montana, 
and particularly the Missouri, Columbia, and Teton Rivers. In my 
opinion, one of the greatest resources Montana, has is its water, and 
it is my further opinion that the people of Montana should jealously 
guard these waters, not only for this generation, but for future gener- 
ations, if Montana is to prosper as it should. If Montana does not 
protect its water, our children and their children will not have any 
great hope of maintaining a standard of living in Montana and will 
have to go to other States to make a livelihood. I am one of those 
Montanans who enunciated the policy of Montana water for Montana 
people. 
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It certainly is not my opinion that Montana segregate itself for 
the development of the Missouri, the Columbia, or any of the other 
rivers which rise in the State of Montana, but I do advocate now, as 
I have always advocated, that in the use of these waters, Montana 
should be given preference by appropriate priorities. ‘These points, 
in my opinion, are threefold : 

1. Priority of water for domestic use; 

2. Priority of water for irrigation ; 

8. A split in the power profits realized for the generation of 
electric power in dams constructed down the Columbia River. 

I believe the best way these objects can be attained is by compacts 
between the States affected. When I was Governor we entered into 
a compact with Wyoming which is successful. During meetings with 
the Governors of the States affected by the development of the Co- 
lumbia River, these Governors agreed with me that Montana should 
have the priorities I have just outlined. The only difference of opin- 
ion we had concerned the percentage of profit Montana would receive 
at the sale of power generated in the dams down on the Columbia 

iver. 

I do not believe in my heart that Montanans should now support 
any measure which does not at least give Montana the priorities I 
have mentioned. To do so, in my opinion, is to abandon this State, 
to throw away our heritage, to disregard and abolish the hard work, 
the suffering, and the hopes and dreams of the people of Montana 
who believed in this State and laid its foundation for those of us 
who now dwell here and want to dwell here. 

I just want to say, Senator, in conclusion that there has been some 
talk about certain legislation. 

Senator Nevsercer. Governor, if you would care to testify a little 
later on on account of that cut in your lip, it would be all right with 
me. 

Mr. Bonner. All right. I will just mention that—— 

Senator Nevupercer. That sonia be quite all right for you to come 
back at your convenience. 

Can we have the next witness for the opponents, and I must say 
that I don’t share in the levity about someone’s misfortune. I don’t 
think it is very funny. 





STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. KELLER, UNITED VETERANS COUNCIL, 
OF FLATHEAD COUNTY, MONT. 


Mr. Ketter. My name is Robert S. Keller, and I am speaking on 
behalf of the United Veterans Council of Flathead County, Mont. 
The United Veterans Council is composed of the American cago of 
Bigfork, Whitefish, and Kalispell; the American Veterans, Kalispell ; 
the Disabled American Veterans, Kalispell; Forty and Eight, Kalis- 
pell; Military Order of Cooties, Kalispell; World War I Barracks, 
Kalispell; and the Veterans of Foreign Wars of Hungry Horse, Co- 
lumbia Falls, Whitefish, and Kalispell. 

The United Veterans Council is opposed to any legislation which 
would authorize a Columbia River Development Corporation such 
as has been proposed, and I herewith submit a resolution adopted by 
the United Veterans Council on November 20, 1958, and ask that it be 
made a part of the record of this hearing. 
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We are opposed to the proposed legislation on the grounds that 
Montana is afforded no protection—in effect, our State with its 
abundant natural resources, will be the storage plant and powerhouse 
for the Pacific Northwest, with no assurance of any benefits to this 
State, and a guaranteed loss, We are a State of small population 
and great potential. Instead of letting us develop our potential, 
encourage industry to settle here, and plan our own future, as the 
other States in the Pacific Northwest have done, this proposed bill 
will vest all control and ownership of our resources in the Corpora- 
tion, with no assurance that it will not be used solely for the benefit 
of every State but Montana. Five directors control the Corporation, 
three of which constitute a quorum, and two of which may decide 
any issue for the Corporation. Montana has one lone voice against 
the two votes of Washington and Oregon, plus the director at large. 
The only rights guaranteed the citizens of Montana under this bill 
are their recorded water rights in the streams, which is no gift or 
consideration, since these rights are vested by U.S. Supreme Court 
decisions under the doctrine of prior appropriation to a beneficial use. 

This Corporation, however, presents an even graver danger than 
those enumerated, and we as veterans are most cognizant of it. We 
have done the fighting for this country. We are extremely proud, as 
a group, and individually, that we had the right and privilege to 
directly serve our Nation, to be able to offer the supreme sacrifice 
on her behalf. In the 4 years and 11 months that I served with the 
U.S. Army, I received the World War II Victory Medal, the Korean 
Service Ribbon with five battle stars, the Combat Infantry Badge, 
the Purple Heart, the Bronze Star with V device for valor, and the 
Silver Star for gallantry in action. I am permanently crippled as 
a result of wounds inflicted by an enemy hand grenade. I have no 
regrets, and I speak for a group that has no regrets. We fought for 
a Nation we loved, and for the ideals for which she stands. I am a 
Pennsylvania boy who knew that, upon his return from the wars, 
he could go anywhere in this Nation, and by hard work and diligence 
at work of my choice, could become a success. That was my heritage, 
given to this Nation in 1776—the basic four freedoms, plus the free- 
dom to stand on my own two feet and rise to a success commensurate 
with my effort and ability. This bill infringes upon that freedom. 
It does not matter what text you care to use, when you vest both 
ownership and control in the Government, as this bill now con- 
templates, it is no longer termed “democracy.” 

This proposed bill states the directors must profess a belief in the 
feasibility and wisdom of this act. I sincerely submit that Benjamin 
Franklin, George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, or Andrew Jack- 
son would not be qualified to be directors, and I equally as sincerely 
submit that Karl Marx will be eminently qualified. 

We have a duty to speak here, as veterans, a duty best stated in 
the words of another man who would not be qualified to be a director 
of the Corporation : 

It is for us, the living, rather to be dedicated here to the unfinished work 
which they who fought here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is rather for 
us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us—that from these 
honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they gave 


the last full measure of devotion—that we here highly resolve that these dead 
shall not have died in vain— that this Nation, under God, shall have a new 
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birth of freedom, and that government of the people, by the people, for the 
people shall not perish from the earth. 

As veterans, we feel that our democracy is as equally imperiled 
under this proposed bill as it has been in any war in the past, and we 
would be derelict if we did not rise to defend it here in Kalispell to- 
day just as we did at the Marne, Guadalcanal, Salerno, Normandy, 
Heartbreak Ridge, and wherever else our freedom has_ been 
threatened. 

We are opposed to the bill. 

Senator Neugercrer. Now, Mr. Keller, I would like to ask you a 
few questions, if I may. 

Mr. Ketirr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. I, too, am a member of the American Legion 
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, although I regret that I cannot 
claim as outstanding or heroic a war record as you have, and I want 
to congratulate you on your distinguished service to your country and 
in time of war. 

Mr. Ketter. It was my privilege, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Did these various organizations which you 
have listed here, the American Legion, American Veterans, Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, endorse opposition to this particular bill? 

Mr. Ketter. They have a United Veterans Council composed of 
the delegates from each of those groups, the presidents of those 
groups. In effect, they are entitled to ‘hiss delegates from each of 
those groups on the council, and all that I named are members of 
the council. And on the 20th of November, as I recall, at their reg- 
ular United Veterans Council meeting, they unanimously asked that 
I have this resolution that I have prepared presented at this hearing 
and that I present them and speak to you on their behalf. 

Senator Nevupercer. And they endorsed that you speak views 
which would claim that these illustrious Americans now dead would 
not support this legislation, but that Karl.Marx would ? 

Mr. Keuter. I think that was the emphasis of what they said. I 
wrote the speech as I have given it to you and I read it verbatim to 
the chairman of the United Veterans Council last night, the presi- 
dent of it, and I said, “This is the speech that I plan to give. Do you 
feel it adequately represents you and the council?” and he said 
“Exactly.” 

Senator Nevusercer. How many members of the American Legion 
of Bigfork, Kalispell, Whitefish; American Veterans, Kalispell; Dis- 
abled American Veterans, Kalispell; Forty and Eight, Kalispell; Mil- 
itary of Cooties, Kalispell; World War I Barracks, Kalispell; Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of Hungry Horse, Whitefish, Columbia Falls, 
and Kalispell, would you say edtabndel wal your statement that Ben- 
jamin Franklin, George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, or Andrew 
Jackson, or Abraham Lincoln would not have approved of this bill, but 
Karl Marx would have approved it? How many members of those 
groups would you say had endorsed this statement which you have 
just read ? 

Mr. Ketter. I have no way of knowing how many would or would 
not. 

Senator Nevsercer. Don’t you think, before you read a statement 
which reflected on the patriotism of the proponents of this bill, that 
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you should have cleared it with a majority of the people for whom 
you purport to speak ? 

Mr. Keuver. I think I did to my satisfaction, Senator, and I will 
defend my actions on it any way you would like to have it defended. 
I told them there was this question of this bill to be introduced in 
the next Senate session after being revised, and this is worse, in my 
opinion. It is grounds for leaving the country to find a nation that 
is free. And they accepted it 100 percent at this United Veterans 
Council. 

Senator Neupercer. We have had a great many statements today 
both for and against the bill. This is the first statement to which 
I would take exception. 

Mr. Ketier. In what manner, sir? 

Senator Neusercer. I would say that your statement reflects on 
the patriotism of those who are sponsors of this bill, and I think it 
is uncalled for. [ Applause. | 

We will have no demonstrations, and I have asked that and now 
please respect that. 

[ just want to say this to you, sir, that I have been in public life 
for about 15 or 16 years of my 45 years, but I have never presumed 
to say that the gre atest of Americans, who now are dead or ome whom 
I cannot speak, would be either for or against a piece of legislation, 
nor would I presume to say that the founder of the Communist Inter- 
national would be in favor of a particular piece of legislation, and 
thereby try to indict the patriotism of the sponsors. 

Some very fine people ine this bill, some very fine people oppose 
this bill. T like to think they are all patriotic. ‘I like to think your 
own two United States Senators from this great State who joined in 
introducl ing S. 3114 are just as patriotic as you are and you are just 
as patriotic as they are. If I am not mistaken, Senator Mansfield 
served his country in the Marine Corps, in the Nav y, and in the Army, 
just as you, served heroic: ally, and I do feel that this is the first state- 
ment that has been submitted in these four hearings to which I would 
take personal exception, because I like to feel that we can discuss 
these issues as Americans, whether we agree or disagree, but that we 
should accord to the other man the same faith and the same integrity 
and the same devotion to country as we have. 

And there have been some critics of the bill who have been here 
today, and they are no different, they are just as patriotic as I am, 
and T like to think I am just as patriotic as they are, and I think the 
implications of your st: itement are not in that accord, and I could not 
permit your statement to go in the record today without saying that 
I think that everybody on both sides of this issue is a patriotic 
American. 

Mr. Keitier. Well, you raised that issue, Senator, I didn’t raise it. 

Senator Neupercer. You raised it in your statement. 

Mr. Ketrer. I have said what I think of the Corporation. You 
have asked for our views at this hearing and I have been pleased to 
present them. 

I would like to ask you, then, if you can cite me any text or any 
source of authority that say S, aS does section 4(a) of this bill, that 
once you vest the ownership in the Corporation, the potential of doing 
that, this section 4(a) calls for it, that it is still termed a democracy, 
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particularly when you slid it in so under the navigation clause of the 
Constitution, and you couldn’t get it under the Constitution? What 
else is it? 

Senator Neusercer. I believe section 4(a), almost word for word, 
is from the Bonneville Act. 

Mr. Mapes. I don’t think he means 4(a). 

Mr. Ketter. If I may have your bill, I will point it out. I am sure 

‘ that is what it was called in there. 
It reads on page 15: 


The Corporation may acquire, by purchase, lease, exchange, condemnation, or 
donation, such real and personal property, or any interest therein, including 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, franchises, electric transmission lines, sub- 
stations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, as the Corporation 
finds necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


It is entitled “Section 4(a)” in this. 

Senator Neusercer. We are thinking of the same clause, Mr. Keller. 

Mr. Ketter. Fine. 

Senator Nevusercer. This legislation is designed to supersede the 
Bonneville Act. This Haitiedias paragraph which you have read is 
in the Bonneville Act and has been Federal law for 21 years. 

Mr. Ketrer. I’m sorry I didn’t read it sooner. I wouldn't have 
liked it then, either. 

Senator Nevusercer. Thank you, Mr. Keller, very much. 

Mr. Keller’s statement will appear in full in the record, but I felt 
that the brief remarks I made after it should accompany a statement 
of this kind. 

And I want to say again for the record that it is the opinion of this 
subcommittee and of myself as chairman of the subcommittee, that 
everybody who testified here is devoted to his country with equal 
fidelity, regardless of how he or she may testify. 

(The resolution of the United Veterans Council follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF UNITED VETERANS COUNCIL OF FLATHEAD CoUNTY, NOVEMBER 20, 
1958 


Whereas a hearing is to be held in Kalispell, Mont., by the Senate Committee 
on Public Works, concerning a revision of Senate bill 3114 to create a Columbia 
Valley Development Corporation ; and 

Whereas such legislation, if enacted, would create a Federal Corporation in 
the Pacific Northwest, to operate on a regional basis without reference to State 
lines or State rights, and would give to a Board created by the Federal Govern- 
ment and appointed by the President broad powers over the water resources of 
the State of Montana and the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas such legislation would deprive the State of Montana of any right 
to participate in the planning of water-resource development in the Pacific North- 
west, and would restrict the powers of the fish and game department of the State 
of Montana as related to Montana waters, and would jeopardize the control of 
the waters of the State of Montana by the people of Montana ; and 

Whereas such legislation is deemed to be detrimental to the people of the State 
of Montana and the rights of the State of Montana over its fish and wildlife, 
recreation and water resource development ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United Veterans Council of Flathead County does hereby 
oppose the enactment of Senate bill 3114 or any other measure of similar nature 
which would authorize a Columbia Valley Development Corporation or Authority, 
and vest in that body the responsibility for water resource control in the Pacific 
Northwest ; be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be authenticated by the signature of the chair- 
man of this group, and that copies of this resolution be presented at the hearing 
of the Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate at Kalispell, Mont., on De- 
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cember 11, 1958, and copies be sent to all Members of Congress from the State 
of Montana, and to the Governor of the State of Montana. 
William H. Leininger, Jr., council chairman. Council members: 

American Legion, Bigfork, Mont.; American Legion, Kalispell, 
Mont.; American Legion, Whitefish, Mont.; American Veterans, 
Kalispell, Mont.; Disabled American Veterans, Kalispell, Mont. ; 
Forty and Hight, Kalispell, Mont.; Military Order of Cooties, 
Kalispell, Mont.; World War I Barracks, Kalispell, Mont.; Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars, Hungry Horse, Whitefish, Columbia Falls, 
and Kalispell, Mont. 


UNITED VETERANS COUNCIL OF FLATHEAD COUNTY, 
December 22, 1958. 
Re Columbia River Development Corp. 
Col. THEODORE SNEED, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We were represented by Robert S. Keller at the Senate hearing 
conducted at Kalispell, Mont., by Senator Neuberger on December 11, 1958, 
and a resolution was submitted for us therewith. Senator Neuberger took per- 
sonal exception to the speech given stating that it impugned the patriotism of 
the supporting Senators, including Senators Mansfield and Murray of the State 
of Montana. 

The United Veterans Council met again on the i8th day of December 1958, 
considered the speech given by Mr. Keller, and ratified the speech in its en- 
tirety. We had no intention, and have no intention of impugning the patrio- 
tism of any Senator, much less that of our own Senators Mansfield and Mur- 
ray. We do not feel that the speech impugns anyone’s patriotism, and we 
take exception to Senator Neuberger’s efforts to misconstrue our speech in such 
manner. 

We ask that this letter be added to the speech given by Mr. Keller and be 
made part of the records thereof. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM H, LEININGER, Jr., Chairman. 

WHITEFISH, MONT. 


Senator Neupercer. The proponents of the bill now have one-half 
hour. 


STATEMENT OF JOE DZIVI, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING 
ENGINEERS, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. Dzivr. Honorable Senator Neuberger, members of the commit- 
tee, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Joe Dzivi, I reside in Kalispell, 
Mont. I am an international representative for the International 
Union of Operating Engineers, AFL-CIO. This organization has in 
excess of 3,500 members in Montana, and over 50,000 members in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

I wish to go on record in support of the Columbia River Develop- 
ment, C orporation bill, with a strong recommendation that section 9 
of the present bill be revised and amended to incorporate the prin- 
ciple of the Hungry Horse Act, which provides that the power gen- 
erated at the dam will be reserved for local needs, and as provided in 
section 2(a) of the Paradise bill. 

It is my firm belief that the high multipurpose Federal dams are 
the only solution to the flood control, water storage for downstream 
use in irrigation and small dams constructed and operated by private 
power companies for production of hydroelectric power. Further, the 
high multipurpose dams furnish cheap power, which in turn makes 
an incentive for industry to build various industrial plans in the area, 
which Montana needs very badly if it is to continue to prosper, elim- 
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inate the recurrence of unemployment, and provide employment with- 
in the State for the present and future children. The high multi- 
purpose dams also make the finest recreation areas, all of which has 
and is being demonstrated by the Hungry Horse Dam. 

Realizing the necessity of full development of the Columbia River 
Basin, and the fact that an abundance of low-cost electricity is vital 
to the development and economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as 
the rest of the Nation, and also realizing that the power program 
must pay its own way on sound financial foundation, | firmly endorse 
the idea of a Columbia River Development Corporation as proposed 
in the bill being considered by your committee, and as recommended 
that section 9 of the present bill be revised and amended to incor- 
porate the principles of the Hungry Horse Act. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

The next proponent to appear. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL McOMBER, MONTANA FARMERS UNION 


Mr. McOmper. I am Marshall McOmber, I am speaking for Mr. 
Leonard Kenfield, president of the Montana Farmers Union Organi- 
zation. Mr. Kenfield was grounded and was unable to be here. 

Senator Neupercer. Please proceed. We are sorry that he was 
unable to reach us. 

Mr. McOmper. On behalf of our widespread membership of nearly 
16,000 farm families througout Montana, we strongly urge passage 
of a regional Federal Power Corporation Act as an urgent and 
valuable means of developing the water and land resources of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

At the same time we insist that the preference to supplies of power 
from Federal generating facilities, long established in U.S. recla- 
mation laws, be provided for in this legislation to insure that citizens 
through their own nonprofit organizations get first opportunity to 
use this valuable resource rather than see it become a monopoly of 
the profitmaking and speculative private power companies and in- 
dustrial firms. 

The rivers of the Nation belong to all the people of the United 
States. Consequently, the electricity generated from that water also 
belongs to all the people. The most direct way the citizens of the 
Nation can utilize their own power is through nonprofit cooperatives 
and nonprofit public agencies. Actually there is no preference in- 
volved in the so-called preference clause of the reclamation laws, only 
the right of availability of power as one authority on the subject 
declares, since the people themselves are the real owners. It would 
be contrary to the public interest to give private profitmaking busi- 
ness corporations a special and monopolistic advantage in utilizing 
this precious resource. 

With adequate safeguards for the preference clause, the regional 
Federal corporation measure under consideration here will do much 
to develop the resources of the Northwest in the public interest. 

A regional Federal Power Development Corporation in the Colum- 
bia Basin is one effective method of giving the people of the region 
greater voice in the conservation and improvement of the God-given 
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resources. It is a challenging method of decentralizing big govern- 
ment in a vital area where now almost all important decisions on 
land and water are made in faraway Washington, D.C. Further- 
more, a regional Federal Power Development Corporation as con- 
templated here will go a long way toward coordinating resource 
development efforts where confusion and wasted effort now abounds, 
although the measure will not eliminate any vitally important exist. 
ing author ity. 

The Columbia River Development Corporation proposal will pro- 
vide long-needed means of improving the financing and adminstra- 
tion of public power development in this region. 

Construction of more public power facilities is an urgent matter 
in this area. Many of our thousands of members are members also 
of rural electric power associations whose sources of power are woe- 
fully inadequate to meet the growing needs for energy in agricul- 
tural production and living. 

Agriculture today is using increasing amounts of electricity for 
lighting, for living conveniences in the farm home and for power for 
irrigation and hundreds of other uses. 

Vitally important also is the need for more power at lowest possible 
cost. With operating costs rising, many rural cooperative distrib- 
uting systems must have power at the lowest possible price to keep 
solvent. Rural electric cooperatives serving many isolated high-cost 
areas must operate on extremely narrow margins. Thus with very 
little headroom financially, many of these associations absolutely 
require cheap power and abundant power. 

“arm people, of course, look to industrial growth as a factor in 
agricultural growth. Thus low-cost public power that stimulates 
industry makes jobs available for workers who buy beef, mutton, pork, 
cereals, milk, and many other agricultural commodities, There is a 
direct relationship between farmer income and industrial-worker 
income. 

If American farm people are to clothe and feed our population 
which is growing at the rate of nearly 3 million people a year, they 
will need much more electric power. The Census Bureau estimates 
the U.S. population will increase by more than 57 million by 1970 and 
exceed 220 million. To meet the big feeding job ahead farmers will 
require much more low-cost electric power that is possible only from 
Federal dams and generating plants. They will need low-cost power 
for making fertilizer and for irrigation. They will need low-cost 
power to m: iake the land area available for more produe tive cultivation. 

It is hard fact we cannot ignore and we must not ignore that pro- 
ductive land is limited in quantity and the population is growing with 
amazing rapidity. 

Some people of this Nation seem to feel smug and secure behind a 
lot of loose talk about agricultural surpluses. Actually, much of the 
surplus we hear about is mythical. 

Here is what the Honorable George Dewey Clyde, Governor of 
Utah, said a few months ago in a speech before the American Society 
of Engineers: 


Let us begin by taking a brief look at the agricultural surpluses which we now 
have on hand. While the accumulated piles of commodities may appear moun- 
tainous—and in a few special areas they are—the excess agricultural products 
we have on hand amount, I have been told, to about 7 percent of our annual 
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food consumption. Now it has been widely urged, by leaders of civil defense 
and others, that each United States family lay in a 1-month supply of food 
against a possible emergency. If this were done, if each family set by a single 
month’s supply of food, our surplus would be entirely wiped out and we should 
be faced with critical shortages. As a matter of practical fact, I am not sug- 
gesting that each family will set aside a month’s supply of food, but this simple 
illustration shows how quickly our food surpluses could disappear. 

In another part of his speech, Governor Clyde, who was showing 
the need for more reclamation development in the Nation, under- 
scored the food problem with this revealing statement : 

Not so long ago, Dr. Byron Shaw, who is Administrator of the Agricultural 
Research Administration of the Department of Agriculture told a congressional 
committee that if our demand for red meat continued on the 1953 per capita 
consumption—and it is increasing—that by 1962 we should need 35 million 
acres more land devoted to the raising of feed than were in production in 1953. 
This is land for pasture and grazing and for the growing of feed grains. 

He raised the question: Where are we going to find 35 million acres 
of suitable land ? 

The whole point is that land is limited and that we are being pressed 
to make better use of the land we have. In the technology of change 
and improvement in agriculture, low-cost electricity is a key factor. 
We have seen that factor clearly demonstrated in the Tennessee Val- 
ley under the TVA, in the Columbia Valley under the Bonneville 
Power Administration, and elsewhere in the Nation. 

In brief, the legislation urged here today will— 

(1) Provide a vehicle for more comprehensive development of 
the Columbia Basin and give fresh impetus to agricultural and 
industrial growth in the entire economy ; and 

(2) Decentralize Federal authority and give the people of the 
region a greater voice in shaping that development and at the 
same time afford a more responsible control than comes from 
private utilities whose authority reaches out from eastern finan- 
cial centers. 

We regret the legislation under consideration does not more com- 
pletely follow the pattern established by the highly successful Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority in Southeastern United States of America. 

Nevertheless, we strongly support the Columbia River Development 
Corporation Act of 1959 so long as it contains the antimonopoly pro- 
vision to assure cooperatives and public bodies an ample supply 
of power. 

ank you. 

I would like to insert or leave with you the resolution of the Mon- 
tana Farmers Union, on page 12, I think it is, to substantiate this 
statement of Mr. Kenfield. 

Mr. Snrep. You might furnish that for the record, Mr. McOmber. 

Mr. McOmerr. Yes. 

(The resolution follows :) 


RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


We urge immediate construction of Yellowtail, Libby, and Paradise Dams 
and construction of Federal transmission lines so that the power may be divided 
among qualified preference customers. 

Regional development agencies should be established to assure proper use of 
Federal hydroelectric power and provide for maximum conservation and de- 
velopment of all multipurpose uses and benefits, including water for cities, in- 
dustry, flood control, irrigation, recreation, and navigation. 
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We urge Federal generation and transmission of the power required for 
present and future needs of nonprofit electric systems and the use of the with- 
drawal clause to protect the rights of preference customers. 


Mr. Sneep. The next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF H. H. ANDERSON, SECRETARY, KOOTENAI VALLEY 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE, LIBBY, MONT. 


Mr. Anperson. I am H. H. Anderson of Libby, Mont., and I have 
a resolution concerning the Columbia River Dev anal Corporation 
bill introduced by Senators N euberger, Murray, Mansfield, and 
others, to finance the building of dams and to market the power they 
generate. 

After the four whereases, the committee passed : 

Therefore be it Resolved, That this group, the Kootenai Valley Citizens Com- 
mittee, does wholeheartedly endorse the ideas and principles embodied in the 
Columbia River Corporation development bill; be it further 

Resolved, That this group present this resolution and request that it be 
included in the record of the hearing conducted December 11, 1958, by the Senate 
Public Works Committee on the proposed bill. 

And that is signed by myself. 

I wish to express the thanks of this committee, as well as myself, 
for being able to appear here. 

I have recently been reelected as State senator from Lincoln 
County by a substantial majority. I do not believe that any of the 
voters of Lincoln County have ever doubted my stand on public- 
power development of water resources. I wish to go on record as 
supporting my two Senators, Mansfield and Murray, from Montana, 
who cosponsored the bill, because I certainly support the principles 
of Senate bill 3114. 

In conclusion, I believe that development of the waters in the 
Northwest have been inhibited by the dragging of feet of the people 
in the northwest portion of Montana so that we now suffer econom- 
ically, because L ibby Dam is now 8 years behind time, as is evidenced 
by the letterhead of the Kootenai V alley Citizens Committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. 

(The full resolution follows :) 


RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION BILL, 
INTRODUCED BY SENATORS NEUBERGER, MURRAY, MANSFIELD, AND OTHERS, TO 
FINANCE THE BUILDING OF DAMS AND TO MARKET THE POWER THEY GENERATE 


Whereas the urgent need for low-cost power for commercial and domestic 
needs in the Pacific Northwest is exceedingly apparent; and 

Whereas the economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as of the entire 
Nation depends heavily upon full development of natural resources and, more 
particularly, the total natural resources development is dependent upon the 
early exploitation of water and the resultant low-cost power for a full economy 
and to meet the increased tax needs of the States in the Northwest; and 

Whereas the Development Corporation bill will best serve the public interest, 
with its simplicity of financing and administration and antimonopoly pro- 
visions; and 

Whereas provisions are made which will insure adequate power supply to 


‘all users with coordinated management of the Federal power program: There- 


fore be it 


37710—59—pt. 2—-38 
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Resolved, that this group, the Kootenai Valley Citizens Committee, does whole- 
heartedly endorse the ideas and principles embodied in the Columbia River 
Corporation development bill; be it further 

Resolved, That this group present this resolution and request that it be in- 
cluded in the record of the hearing conducted December 11, 1958, by the Senate 
Public Works Committee on the proposed bill. 


H. H. ANDERSON, Secretary. 
Mr. Sneep. The next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF JOE STRNISHA, HAMILTON, MONT. 


Mr. Srrenisua. Senator Neuberger, committee, my name is Joseph 
Strnisha. 

It is with sincere pleasure that I have this opportunity to appear 
before your committee, pledging myself in support of Senate bill 
d114. 

My name is Joe Strnisha. My wife and I operate a farm 5 miles 
southeast of Hamilton, Mont. I have been a resident of Ravalli 
County for 44 years. At the present time I am representing Ravallhi 
County in the State legislature for my second term. 

I endorse Senate bill 3114 because I believe that abundance of low- 
cost electricity is vital to our Northwest economy as well as to our 
Nation as a whole. While in the process of obtaining this low-cost 
electricity, we will be harnessing the ravaging floodwaters that wend 
their way to the Pacific Ocean every year, doing countless thousands 
of dollars in damages in the loss of life and property. For this reason 
we must build large multipurpose dams, in order that they may do 
many jobs in one operation, serving many people, in place of many 
small dams serving one purpose only, and benefiting but a few. 

I also endorse S. 3114 because of the protection given to all water 
rights acquired under the State laws. Being a farmer I am well 
aware of the need of this protection, because of the tremendous value 
of water, as water is most essential for agricultural survival in this 
Northwest area. 

I, therefore, do hope that the Senate bill will become a reality in- 
stead of a discussion. 

Thank you, Senator. 

And I have from a gentleman from Corvallis, Mont., a letter that 
I would like to submit in the record. His name is Glenn H. Varner. 

Mr. Snerp. The letter will be included in the record. 

Mr. Srrnisua. Thank you, Senator, and I have been very happy 
to have been a part of this. 

Mr. Snzep. Thank you, sir. 

(The letter follows:) 


DrcEMBER 8, 1958. 
Hon. Senator RrcH arp L. NEUBERGER, 


Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, Kalispell, Mont.: 


I favor Senate bill 3114 for these reasons: 

Because it benefits the majority, not a minority of the people. 

This should have foremost consideration in all development of our natural 
resources. 

What will it take to accomplish this goal? Electric power alone? No. Irri- 
gation alone? No. Flod control alone? No. No one of these alone can ac- 
complish what I just mentioned above. 

Incorporate these three and you have a different picture, something work- 
able economically feasible and financially sound, plus all the other benefits that 
go with good overall development of this kind. 


EEE 
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Further partial development of our great rivers can only head to a further 
lag in our economy. Let us go forward with a bold multipurpose develop- 
ment in our great Northwest, so we can look with pride to something as great 
as TVA. 

TVA is the picture I see when I say for the good of all our people. 

This letter will be signed by me in person, although I feel I speak for hun- 
dreds, if not thousands. Having served on the CVA Committee for such de- 
velopment as this. 

GLENN VARNER. 

CORVALLIS, MONT. 


Mr. Sneep. The next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY L. GILL, THOMPSON FALLS, MONT. 


Mr. Gitt. Senator Neuberger and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Henry L. Gill. I am the State representative-elect from 
Sanders County and a businessman from Thompson Falls, Mont. 

We have a great undeveloped resource in the Upper Columbia 
Basin drainage area. The planning, development, and management 
of this resource must be for the benefit of the greatest number of 
people and especially those in the area affected. As I see it, this can 
only be : accomplished by the most democratic methods we cs an devise. 

To me, “democratic methods” means only one thing and that is full 
representation. Under the present methods of development of this 
great resource, I do not feel that we have full representation. With- 
out full representation, careful planning, and proper management, 
we could commit the grave error or underdevelopment—underde- 
veloping a resource that demands full and comprehensive develop- 
ment. This can only result in a serious loss of revenue to the Pacific 
Northwest, to the people of the State of Montana and to the people 
of Sanders County. 

The principles of the proposed Senate bill appeal to me as a demo- 
cratic method for obtaining full representation. 

As now proposed, a five-man Board of Directors will be appointed. 
This appointment will be made by the President of the United States 
under the advice and consent of the U.S. Senate, and furthermore to 
qualify as Directors, they must be residents of the Pacific Northwest. 
In addition there is a provision for a 40-man Advisory Board, one 
member appointed by each member of the U.S. Senate and House 
of Representatives from the Pacific Northwest and by the Governor 
of each of the States in the Pacific Northwest. In addition, there 
would be ex-officio nonvoting members representing various Federal 
agencies such as the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, Rural Electrification, and 
other agencies. 

At the November 1958 election, a majority of the voters in Sand- 
ers County and the State of Montana as a whole indicated their de- 
sire for full and extensive development of our Upper C olumbia River 
resources. I believe that the proposed Senate bill 3114 in principle, 


but with one reservation—that the bill be amended to provide for 
an allocation of a block of power to the area affected by multipurpose 
dam construction. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Snerep. Thank you, Mr. Gill. 

The next witness for the proponents. 
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FRED C. KUEHNE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, FLATHEAD COUNTY 
FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Kueune. Fred Kuehne is my name. I represent the Flathead 
County Farmers Union, and I would like to read this information that 
we have here: 


Whereas western Montana needs the continued development of its natural 
resources and the full utilization of those resources for the benefit of all the 
people of western Montana ; and 

Whereas we have observed the benefit to the economy of western Montana 
and particularly to Flathead County as the result of the availability of low- 
cost power by reason of the construction of Hungry Horse Dam under Federal 
sponsorship; and 

Whereas the development and utilization of our natural resources has been 
at a standstill for the past several years insofar as the people of western 
Montana are concerned ; and 

Whereas development and utilization of our natural resources to obtain the 
maximum power benefits can best be accomplished by the continuance and ex- 
pansion of a Federal power program under coordinated management; and 

Whereas under the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
the selection of actual damsites, the development of irrigation programs (and 
other matters collateral to the development of power benefits), recreation, for- 
est, fish, and wildlife management are left to the agencies which presently ad- 
minister supervision; and 

Whereas the laws of the State of Montana pertaining to water rights are not 
to be affected in any way by the proposed legislation: and 

Whereas the proposed legislation actually brings control of natural resources 
closer to the people who own them and are directly benefited by their develop- 
ment than under the present system which has permitted Noxon Rapids and 
Cabinet Gorge Dams to be constructed without the retention of any power 
benefit to western Montana; and 

Whereas we as farmers in the Flathead Valley have benefited by the avail- 
ability of low-cost power and we and the entire economy of western Montana 
would benefit from the further development of our power resources under an 
expanded Federal power program ; and, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Flathead County Farmers Union, That we endorse the prin- 
ciples embodied in the bill for the establishment of a Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation; and it is further 

Resolved, That this organization requests that this resolution be included in 
the record of the hearing to be conducted in Kalispell on December 11, 1958. 

Respectfully submitted. 

FLATHEAD CouNTY FARMERS UNION, 
Frep C. Kurenne, Legislative Chairman, 

Thank you. 

Mr. Sneep. Thank you, Mr. Kuehne. 


The next witness for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY SIDERIUS, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. Smerius. My name is Henry Siderius and I am a farmer from 
the Flathead Valley. 

I was born and raised in Flathead Valley and have lived here for 
the last 49 years. I saw the position that Flathead Valley was in in 
1944 and 1945 under the war emergency powers; I saw an attempt 
to raise Flathead Lake; I never want to see that happen again. I 
know that the only way that that will be prevented is by the orderly 
development of the power resources of the Northwest. 

The Columbia River Development Corporation will promote the 
orderly development of power resources so that Flathead Valley is not 


again caught short. I have seen what private power has done. I 
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have seen private power companies outside the State of Montana de- 
velop sites, particularly Cabinet. Gorge and Noxon Rapids, in Mon- 
tana, with no reservation of power for the people of the State of 
Montana. I contrast this approach with the approach of public 
power development such as Hungry Horse Dam, where power was re- 
served primarily for the State ob ikemhanths 

I have seen the way that the opposition to the Columbia River 
Development Corporation has been developed here in Flathead 
County. I know that most of the groups that have gone on record 
opposing this bill have done so without knowing the details of the 
bill. The speeches of various opponents to the bill have not referred 
to specific points. The main basis of their argument has been, “The 
plan is evil in principle so it is useless to talk about various points of 
the bill.” I do not agree with that statement and I do not agree with 
the approach. 

I feel that the only way that the merits of this bill should be passed 
upon is by consideration of the bill point by point and discussion of 
the relative merits and suggestions for adoption, rejection, or amend- 
ments to each of its particular provisions. Personally, I would like 
to see incorporated in the bill specific reservations of power to the 
States in which the sites for the particular dams are located. 

For the past several years I have watched the development of our 
national resources, first by private power and second by public power. 
The only conclusion that I can reach is that public power has taken 
adequate steps to fulfill the needs of the people, while private power 
has failed to take the initiative to fulfill these needs, and when they 
have done so, the only motive determining the action of the private 
power companies was that of profit. It is my fear that the private 
power companies, limited by thein profit motive, will not take ade- 
quate steps to develop our natural resources, and Flathead Valley will 
again find itself in the position that it was in in 1944 and 1945 
should a national war emergency arise. 

And I want to thank you very much, Senator and members of the 
committee. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, very much. 

We have now approximately 1 more hour to go on our hearing. 
The opponents now have one-half hour and then the proponents one- 
half hour. 

I wanted to say this because, obviously, the next half hour for each 
side would be their concluding presentation and it may be that they 
would like to take that particular time for summing up and perhaps 
noting or annotating some things that have been said earlier or re- 
butting some of the things that have been said by the opposition. So 
the concluding half hours are open to the opponents of the Columbia 
River Regional Corporation development bill. 

I wish to say I think we have had a most useful hearing today, 
and the overwhelming number of statements have been in good taste. 
There has been a vigorous exchange of ideas and some very helpful 
suggestions have been made. 

I would like to make this announcement, because ex-Governor Bon- 
ner was temporarily indisposed during his testimony, and if it is in- 
convenient for him to return, he will have an ample opportunity to 
complete his testimony in writing and send it to the committee staff in 
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Washington, D.C., and it will be added then to what he has already 

given orally. 

Mr. Loman. The Governor is here and he said he would like to have 

about 3 minutes more. : 
Senator Neuspercer. All right, fine, Governor. I just wanted you 

to do it at your convenience. [t may be that you may wish to supple- : 

ment it in writing, but do it in any way that suits your convenience. : 
Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 


STATEMENT BY JAMES E. MURPHY, KALISPELL CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. Mureny. Mr. Senator, I am James E. Murphy and I am here 
representing the Kalispell Chamber of Commerce. I am an attorney 
in Kalispell, Montana. 
But before getting into my statement, I would like to correct a 
couple of items that were put into the record this morning. 
I might add also, Senator, that I have been a member ‘of the Colum- 
bia River Compact Commission since 1953. 
One of the speakers this morning said that the Columbia Compact 
Commission had done nothing about Cabinet Gorge or Noxon Rapids 
Dam and allowed these dams to be built without objection. 
I might point out that the compact commission started its negotia- 
tions in 1953; that Cabinet Gorge Dam was authorized by the Fed- 
eral Power Commission in 1951. The Noxon Rapids, the preliminary 
permit, if my memory serves me correctly, was given in 1953, and I 
believe the permanent certificate was given in 1953 or 1954. So the : 
Columbia Compact Commission had no opportunity to participate in | 
any objections on these dams. I know the dams were authorized by 
the Federal Power Commission. I believe the records show that no 
one from the State of Montana made any objection. There was no 
objection made by the congressional representatives in Washington at 
the time, I believe the record would show that the speaker this morn- 
ing made no objection, and that these dams were built without any 
objection from any of the persons who are talking here today about 
these dais being the bad projects. 
The Yaak River project, one of the speakers from Libby took the 
Kalispell Chamber of Commerce to task for objecting to a project on 
the Yaak River. . 
I would like for that speaker to examine the objections and he will 
find that we objected unless the project had an adequate protection 
for Montana’s water rights and reserved a share of the power from : 
the dam and also took into consideration the aspects of fish and wild- | 
life. The same speaker recommended also that a share of the power 
be reserved for use in Montana. : 
So I would say to the speaker that he and we agree on the project 
on the Yaak. I would like to also say that we need this reservation 
of power on any projects built in Montana, and that section 9 does | 
not help us at all, in my opinion. Section 9 applies only to power, 
new power, that is developed, and it does not apply to the power 
that the Senator was talking about this morning in Washington, : 
which has already committed for sale in Washington, and in which 
there would be no division of that power under section 9. 
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It would only be new power, and we feel that this is not adequate, 
because any new power would be developed by projects in Montana, 
since the Columbia main stem is now plugged with dams, there are 
no more available sites, they are all either built, building, or au- 
thorized, 

Now, Senator, we appreciate very much the opportunity to appear 
here today. We feel that it is unfortunate that a bill that apparently 
seeks to make such sweeping changes in the established order of things 
in the Pacific Northwest would be conducted such a short time after 
drafts of the proposed bill are available for study and discussion in 
the community. Especially is such haste surprising in view of the 
announcement of the Bonneville Power Administration that Bonne- 
ville, with median water conditions, was assured of an adequate power 
supply to meet all of its foreseeable needs for the next 10 years. 

From the study of the bill we have been able to give in the short 
time it has been available, we are convinced that this bill is fully 
as dangerous and unsuitable to the welfare and needs of the Pacific 
Northwest as was 8. 3114. 

In the first place, we believe that the manner in which the bill is 
presented is misleading. It is presented as an amendment to the Bon- 
neville Act. It is in fact the establishment of a regional authority 
which imposes another strata of government between the States and 
the Federal Government; namely, government on a regional level con- 
ducted by a Board of five men with almost complete control over the 
water resources of the entire Columbia River watershed. To say that 
the substitution of a valley authority is an amendment to the present 
Bonneville Act which creates a power marketing agency would be al- 
most tantamount to saying the Bible could be amended by striking 
all of it except the first and last words and inserting the Communist 
manifesto in place of the stricken material. In either case what re- 
mained would have no resemblance to what was purportedly to be 
amended. 

It has also been stated in connection with S. 3114 that these so- 
called amendments are only what was contemplated by Bonneville 
Act since by its terms the Bonneville Act contemplated that it was 
provisional. However, the only provisions of the Bonneville Act 
which indicate that the Act was intended to be provisional are the 
words: 

The form of administration herein established for the Bonneville project is 
intended to be provisional pending the establishment of a permanent adminis- 
tration for Bonneville and other projects in the Columbia River Basin. 

These words confine themselves only to administration in connection 
with the marketing of power produced at projects in the Columbia 
Basin. <Any construction that attempts to read into them any antici- 
pation of this present bill cannot be supported. 

The proponents of this bill claim that it is designed to achieve the 
fullest practicable comprehensive development of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries. But who determines what is comprehensive de- 
velopment and what is best suited for the region? The complete 
determination of all of these matters throughout the entire Pacific 
Northwest would by this bill be vested in a board of five men who in 
practical effect are responsible to no one. And for all practical pur- 
poses two of these men can decide all questions regardless of the will 
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of the people living in the region, for the act provides that. quorum 
for the transaction of any business is three, a majority of whom can 
act on any matter. 

The Northwest Public Power Association, in its propaganda re- 
leases re support for this measure states that it prepared the 
jirst seven drafts of the bill and that it worked closely with the staff 
of the committee in the preparation of the present draft. I believe 
that there is no question that this is the bill of the Northwest Public 
Power Association. The bill itself provides that no one can be ap- 
— to the Board who does not profess a belief in the wisdom and 

easibility of the act. Thus, in practical effect, the determination of 
the development of the Pacific Northwest, so far as its greatest na- 
tural resource is concerned, is vested in two, or in all events three, 
men who must profess a belief in the wisdom and feasibility of a bill 
drawn and promulgated by the Northwest Public Power Association. 
The ultimate effect of this bill would be to socialize power generation 
and distribution in the Pacific Northwest. It would ultimately ex- 
clude from all participation in water resource development those 
mnillions of persons who believe that there is room for and need for 
both public and private power companies and that the private com- 
—— have a contribution to make to the wise development of the 

acific Northwest. 

We believe also that there can be no question that if this bill be- 
comes a law it will sound the death knell for all private power com- 
panies in the Pacific Northwest, the length of time it will take being 
the only question admitting of any doubt. 

If this bill becomes law, 86 percent of the people of western Mon- 
tana, that being the number now served by private companies, will 
become second-class citizens in two ways. 

First, if they happen to believe that private industry has a rightful 

lace in the generation and distribution of power, they would be 
ineligible for participation in the affairs of the corporation and in- 
eligible to serve on its board of directors; second, they might well 
be denied the right or opportunity to purchase or use a of the 
power generated or marketed by the corporation so long as t ey were 
served a private company, since the act requires that preference 
in the ale of power be given to public bodies. And this continues to 
be true under the present bill regardless of the provision concerning 
geographical distribution, since the provision relates only to new 
power supplies and merely authorizes the board to make such 
pemarepnice! distribution if the board chooses to do so, again 
eaving the people to the mercy of not to exceed three men and 
possibily two. 

The proponents of this bill also say that the bill is designed to 
prevent the monopolization of power by limited groups, but the bill 
1s actually designed to insure that the power will be monopolized by 
a limited group since it requires preference in the sale of ower to 
public groups. This actually discriminates against the majority of 
the people of the Pacific Northwest since the majority of these people 
are now served by private companies. Surely monopolization is as 
dangerous and undesirable in favor of one group as it is in favor of 
another, and surely the aim should be equitable distribution among 
all of the people regardless of group, rather than legalized prefer- 
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ment of a limited group who have no greater claim to the benefits 
of the resources than the persons excluded. But worse yet, the bill 
or the mechanism for forcing all of the people of the Pacific 

orthwest to accept the philosophy of the bill or be denied the bene- 
fits of the water resources which are not more than three, and possibly 
two, men are authorized to confer upon the believers. 

We are opposed to this bill also because regardless of the intentions 
of its proponents it would result ultimately in the socialization of 
the power industry in the Pacific Northwest. In view of recent de- 
cisions of the voters in one portion of the Pacific Northwest on power 
issues we believe that if the people are fully apprised of the ultimate 
consequences of legislation such as this the vast majority of the 
people would solidly oppose it. 

We do not believe that we need another strata of government in 
the Pacific Northwest. We believe that the Congress has the wisdom 
and good judgment to determine the development of the water re- 
sources of the Pacific Northwest. We further believe that it is the 
responsibility of the Congress to do this in its open forums where 
all have the right to be heard, not delegate such awesome respon- 
sibility to these few men who need listen to no one and whose doubt- 
ful judgment is substituted for the undoubted good judgment of all 
of the people. 

No one questions that the Congress in this next session has full and 
complete authority to authorize any water-development project which 
it considers feasible, and direct any of the existing agencies to pro- 
ceed forthwith with the construction of any projects which might be 
authorized. 

We have faith that the Congress has the wisdom and good judg- 
ment to bring about the orderly and integrated development of the 
natural resources of the Pacific Northwest with its present power and 
authority. We ask that the Congress have the same faith in its 
wisdom and judgment. We further ask that the Congress retain 
for itself this power and authority so that all of the people of the 
Pacific Northwest may participate in its development, and not, as 
this bill would do, abrogate it in favor of a few men, who by law 
would be required to profess a philosophy not shared by a majority 
of the people and from whose judgment the people would have no 
appeal. 

"iy Chairman we are grateful to you and members of the committee 
for this opportunity to present our views in this meeting. We ap- 
preciate the thoughtfulness of the committee in arranging local hear- 
ings and are particularly grateful that Kalispell was scheduled for 
one of the meeting places. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 

Mr. Murrny. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have here some letters and reso- 
lutions which the people out there have asked me to put into the record, 
rather than come up and take the time. 

Mr. Neusercer. They will be included in the record in full. 

Mr. Mureuy. I have a letter from the Polson Chamber of Com- 
merce, Polson, Mont.; a resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Polson, Mont; a letter from Lloyd I. Wallace, of Polson, Mont.; a 
letter from the Polson Junior Chamber of Commerce; a letter from 
the Flathead Sweet Cherry Association; resolution of the Whitefish 
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Chamber of Commerce; resolution of the Western Montana Lumber- 
men’s Association; resolution of the Montana State Reclamation 
Association; and resolution of the Kalispell Lions’ Club, which I ask 
be inserted in the record. 

Senator Neusercer. All of the resolutions will be included in the 
hearing record. 

(The letters and resolutions follow :) 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Polson, Mont., December 3, 1958. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop CoNTROL-RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: As we see it, the proposed amendments to the Bonneville power 
bill and others for the purpose of setting up a Columbia River development 
Corporation would mean the substitution of arbitrary power for democratic 
processes. It would mean the creation of a superstate, neither Federal nor 
State, and not contemplated by our Constitution. 

It would subject the social, cultural, and economic welfare of the basin to the 
dictates and whims of a five-man board, not responsible to the people and largely 
irresponsible to the Congress itself. 

It would constitute a virtual abdication by the Congress in favor of govern- 
ment by Federal corporations wielding autocratic powers. It would challenge 
State sovereignty and destroy systems of laws, both State and Federal, under 
which western agriculture has grown and prospered. It would be an excursion 
into an uncharted field of vast expenditures of public funds and of experimenta- 
tion under a board unencumbered by the restraints that a democracy should 
erect against agencies of government. 

Therefore, be it resolved, That the Polson Chamber of Commerce go on record 
as being opposed to the whole idea as being socialistic in concept and contrary 
to the free enterprise system which has made this country the greatest on 
earth and our people the most prosperous. 

PoLSON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By G. O. Brown, President. 


RESOLUTION BY THE CiTy COUNCIL OF THE CrTy oF PoLsoNn, MONT. 


Whereas there has been introduced in Congress, Senate bill 3114, the terms 
of which are not yet clearly determined, but which has for its object the creation 
of a Columbia. River Development Corporation, and which has for its object the 
absolute control of all of the waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
ate Clark’s Fork, Pend d’Oreille, and Flathead Rivers and Flathead Lake; 
an 

Whereas this legislation provides for the appointment of a board of five direc- 
tors who would have practically unlimited power and control of all Government 
dams, and for the most part, all matters having to do with the generation and 
distribution of electric power, navigation, flood control, the flow and use of 
water, water pollution, recreation, fish and wildlife, and related matters; and 

Whereas these directors would be appointed by the President without any 
eontrol by Congress, the States, local authorities or by the courts; and would 
have authority to issue bonds which would have to be purchased by the Secretary 
of the Treasury ; and 

Whereas the passage of such legislation would adversely affect the city of 
Polson : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Polson, Mont., That this council 
is unalterably opposed to any such legislation and we urge our Senators and 
Representatives in Congress to do all in their power to defeat any such 
legislation. 

pene by unanimous vote and approved this Ist day of December 1958. 

ttest : 


Luioyp ©. NELSON, City Clerk. 
Sam Smiru, Mayor. 
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Poison, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Hon. RrcwHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: As a private citizen, a practicing attorney at 
Polson, Mont., former State senator of Lake County, and former chairman 
of the Montana section of the Columbia Interstate Compact Commission, I have 
for many years studied the water resources of the Pacific Northwest States, 
and especially those of western Montana. 

It is my desire to make a short statement in opposition to S. 3114 and the 
redraft thereof (committee print) and any similar type legislation for the 
reasons, among others, that I am of the opinion that such legislation would— 

A. Jeopardize individual and State rights, and penalize existing and future 
local private enterpries in power development and use. 

B. Be in direct opposition to the preservation of our private-enterprise type 
of economy and would give a Federal corporation unlimited Federal eredit and 
almost unlimited economic power. 

©. Provide complete super-government Federal control over water and prop- 
erty rights in the States of the Pacific Northwest. 

D. Give a centrally controlled board power to submerge fertile valleys of 
western Montana for water-storage purposes. 

Kk. Strengthen and add impetus to the trend toward socialism which is on 
the march in these United States, since power is the energizing force of all 
industry, and control of this force by Government operations affords a power- 
ful entry by Government into other industrial activities. 

Sincerely, 
LLoyp I. WALLACE. 





PoLson JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Polson, Mont., December 11, 1958. 

Two of the, tenants of the Jaycee creed which 150,000 young men live by 
definitely states: “That economic justice can best be won by free men through 
free enterprise. That government should be of laws rather than of men.” This 
proposed amendment to the Bonneville Power Act and others for the purpose 
of setting up a Columbia River Development Corporation is in every way against 
our beliefs: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Polson Junior Chamber of Commerce go on record as being 
opposed to this system of socialistic gevernment control. 


POLSON JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 





FLATHEAD SWEET CHERRY ASSOCIATION, 
Polson, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR FLoop CoNTROL-RIVERS AND HARBORS OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Pusiic WorKS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : This association packs and ships sweet cherries and apples grown 
on the ranches of our members in the Flathead Valley of Montana. 

Due to the absolute necessity of the proper amount of irrigation water this 
industry hinges on the availability of such water at the time and when it is 
needed. 

We are entirely against any program to set up a Columbia River Development 
eorporation as we feel it would take control away from our State of the waters 
in our State and that our future could be curtailed or entirely cut off so far as 
fruit growing is concerned. 

We do not feel any such board of five men, no matter how well qualified or 
of what degree of integrity they might be, should have the power that would 
be invested with this proposed Board and we further feel it is not to the best 
interests of our State and our country. 

Yours very truly, 


E. C. CARPENTER, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
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WHITEFISH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Whitefish, Mont., December 4, 1958. 


RESOLUTION No. 1—CoLUMBIA VALLEY CORPORATE AUTHORITY LEGISLATION 


Whereas legislation is proposed for introduction into the Senate of the United 
States under 8. 3114, to amend the Bonneville Act, in order to create a Columbia 
Valley Development Corporation; and 

Whereas the bill if enacted would create a Federal corporation in the Pacific 
Northwest, controlled by a few individuals, with broad powers of finance, 
develop, own and operate water-resource projects in that portion of Montana 
which lies in the Columbia River Basin and in the States of Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho; and 

Whereas many basic features of this bill are similar to the TVA and pre- 
viously proposed CVA bills which would concentrate broad Federal power of 
our water resources into the control of a few men who would not be directly 
responsible to the people of the States affected ; and 

Whereas, in view of recent Federal Court water-right decisions, it would 
subjugate all water rights in that portion of the State of Montana and other 
States over which the Federal Corporation has jurisdiction to the control of 
the Corporation and thus create a monopoly over water and power resources; 
and 

Whereas we believe this will establish Federal governmental control that will 
nullify State water and property right laws; and 

Whereas the corporation could take over activities of State, and other Federal 
agencies doing a satisfactory job in this field, and would likely absorb or crowd 
out the investor-owned power utilities of this region: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Whitefish Chamber of Commerce be on record, as opposing 
the Columbia Valley Development Corporation legislation proposed under S. 
3114, or any other similar type of legislation, that would create a valley author- 
ity law or a Federal authority that would have dominant control of private 
enterprise and State development of the water resources of Montana or any 
portion of the State and go on record as opposing this legislation at the Kali- 
spell, Mont., hearing December 11, 1958. 


WHITEFISH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By W. Russett Ramiow, President. 


WESTERN MONTANA LUMBERMENS ASSOCIATION, 
KALISPELL, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
PuBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Honorable SENATORS: You are to be commended for taking such a strenuous 
trip through the Northwest to sample public sentiment regarding Senate bill 
3114. We appreciate the opportunity to oppose the bill in its present form but 
we hope you will gather information during the current hearings which will 
enable you to correct the deficiencies in this proposed legislation and write a 
bill which will be so just that the entire populace of the Northwest can sup- 
port it wholeheartedly. 

Our organization is composed entirely of small timber operators. While 
there were 88 members a few years ago the long, current, lumber market slump 
has ruined the economic lives of several operators, while some have lost their 
physical lives, for this business is most hazardous in more ways than one. 
Since every potential damsite of consequence in western Montana is located 
in a drainage containing timberlands, we feel obligated to oppose this legislation 
due to the possible danger to our operations and the livelihood of our families 
and those of our employees. Experience has proven to us that ineptitude, waste, 
and lack of understanding of the problems of small timber operators increases 
rapidly as control of timber goes farther away from our forests. We believe 
that the control of watersheds by a five-man board primarily interested in 
hydroelectric power generation will interfere seriously with proper forest 
practices of State, Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Indian Service, 
and private timber agencies. 
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Despite the best of intentions, we feel that Congress can injure small timber 
operators seriously by interfering with the process of handling timber pro- 
cedure on a local basis. An example of this was the law permitting establish- 
ment of cooperative sustained-yield units whereby large timber owners could 
pool their timber resources with those of the Forest Service and be granted 
monopolistic privileges. Our organization came into being to fight this for we 
considered it extremely detrimental to the interests of small operators. We 
do not believe Congress then realized the hazardous implications of that law 
nor do we believe the proponents of Senate bill 3114 realize how this proposed 
legislation can have equally injurious effects. 

While the five-man board of control proposed by Senate bill 3114 theoretically 
would control water for power only, it would actually dominate the multiple 
uses of the land involved, including forest uses. We are fearful that they 
would have even less consideration for timber (which is our lifeblood and, in- 
directly, the backbone of western Montana’s economy) than the Bureau of 
Reclamation did when the Hungry Horse Dam was constructed. 

Their officials begrudgingly sold a portion of the timber (with specifications 
practically banning sales to small operators) on the lands to be inundated but 
refused to sell the major portion so hundreds of millions of eubie feet were 
burned wastefully. The reason given was that timber work was a nuisance— 
it increased road traffic—and construction of the dam was needed in a hurry 
regardless of waste. 

We feel that there will always be a rush to complete dams, hence the need 
of protection from wasteful timber practices by those in charge. 

Probably several of you Senators saw pictures in periodicals depicting the 
ingenious method used by clearing contractors behind the Hungry Horse Dam, 
called the “highball method.” Huge tractors at each end of heavy cables mowed 
down forests by winching the cable between them. In order to keep the cables 
level they were strung through tremendous metal balls which rolled as the 
cable was pulled. Did any of you give a thought about the waste of timber 
involved? Certainly you did not realize that small logging and mill operators 
had been thwarted in attempts to buy the timber; that this forced them to re- 
duce, instead of increase, employment, and that papermills in Wisconsin needed 
probably 1,000 carloads of pulpwood each year while here it was being burned 
wastefully. 

The basis for millions of payroll dollars each year went up in smoke because 
those in charge were unconcerned. 

Unfortunately some of the leading proponents of water development see for- 
ests as an enemy to watersheds. This is because trees use water by transpira- 
tion in their growth and also delay the fall of rain and snow to the ground, 
thereby increasing evaporation. One such official actually proposed that the 
entire million-acre watershed behind the Hungry Horse Dam be burned to re- 
move timber and increase the water flow. We believe there is no safeguard 
in Senate bill 3114 to prevent the proposed (probably under pressure from large 
power users in distant metropolitan centers) from interfering with the pres- 
ent stand and future growth of timber in drainages tributary to the man-made 
lakes. 

The economic position of small lumber operators is extremely precarious. 
Small operators have been eliminated from industries such as steel and auto- 
mobiles, and as the small units disappear the trend toward monopoly increases ; 
our country needs industries which present the opportunity for ambitious, rug- 
ged individuals to enter business with little capital but lots of ideas and for- 
titude, 

Unwise reduction of timber-growing acreage would create an even greater 
artificial scarcity than now exists and force more and more small operators 
to fight a duel to the death for the dwindling supply. 

Therefore, we beseech Members of Congress to reject the present construc- 
tion of Senate bill 3114 for we believe it would continue the trend of centrali- 
zation of authority over timber matters in hands too remote from the site to 
be sufficiently aware of, or concerned with, our problems. 

Respectfully submitted. 


WESTERN MONTANA LUMBERMENS ASSOCIATION, 
By LAWRENCE E. O’NEIL, President. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas a hearing by the Senate Committee of Public Works will be held 
in Kalispell, Mont., on December 11, 1958, concerning a proposed bill for 
the creation of a Columbia Valley Development Corporation, and 

Whereas the current proposal is similar to many others that have been sub- 
mitted for consideration by the U.S. Congress in the past, all of which would 
create a regional valley authority under the control and direction of an adminis- 
trative body for the development of electrical energy, and 

Whereas the development of electrical energy necessarily includes the con- 
struction of hydroelectrical projects and the storage of waters therein, and 

Whereas the development of electrical energy directly affects Montana’s 
natural resources and all related uses thereto, including agriculture, outdoor 
recreation, mining, and timber, and 

Whereas such proposals subordinate all other uses of Montana’s natural re- 
sources to the development of power, and subordinates the sovereign rights 
of individual States within the Columbia River Valley drainage, and 

Whereas there are conflicting interests between the users of such natural 
resources, as well as a conflict in interests of the States involved therein: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Lions Club of Kalispell, Mont., does hereby oppose the 
legislation under consideration and any other similar legislation which would 
vest power in an administrative body to develop electrical energy, free of any 
contro] by the duly elected representatives of the people and contrary to the 
sovereign rights and powers of the State of Montana. 

The reasons for opposing such legislation are as follows: 

1. That under our democratic and republican form of government the 
sovereign rights of every State should be recognized and protected. 

2. That electrical energy development would not be carried out with careful 
eonsideration being given to the effect of such development on all other uses, 
and such development would not be made where least detrimental or most 
beneficial to other uses of our natural resourees; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Lions Club of Kalispell, Mont., endorses and supports the 
following program for regional valley resources development : 

1. That a Natural Resources Advisory Committee be created as recommended 
by the Hoover Commission and other committees to assist in maximum develop 
ment of all uses of the Columbia Valley region. 

2 That the authority of such committees be advisory only with equal 
consideration being given to all the various uses of the natural resources of 
the region. 

3. That in the development of the uses of the natural resources the rights 
of each State be recognized to their resonable and just share of the benefits 
to be derived from such development. 

4. That in order to achieve such maximum development each proposed project 
must be considered upon the uses to be derived from each project, their being 
no question but that each individual project will affect the various uses to 
a different extent and in a different manner than the other projects. 

5. That reeognition of the rights of all States directly effected as well as the 
citizens of such States, must be through adjudication, compromise, and settle- 
ment in order to enable reasonable and just sharing of all benefits and uses by 
virtue of the development of the Columbia Valley drainage. 

Be it further resolwed, that this resolution be authenticated by the signature 
of the president, and that copies of the resolution be presened at the hearing 
a Kalispell, Mont., and that copies be sent to all members of the committee, to 
the Members of Congress from the State of Montana and to the Governor of 
the State of Montana. 

Dated at Kalispell, Mont., this 9th day of December 1958. 

Lions Cuur, of Kalispell, Montana. 
By WILLARD Bunecay, President. 

Attest : 

VERNON M. Homutn, Secretary. 


Senator Neusercer. Mr. Murphy, I just want to point out two 
things to you. 

To begin with, it is not our purpose for this Corporation to have 
control over water, and we have written in the strongest possible 








re~-_ 
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clause that we can protecting water rights, and if you have any sug- 
gestions as to how this clause protecting water rights can be 
strengthened, we will be very pleased to receive them from you, be- 
cause we know you are an eminent attorney and before the final 
version is written, if you do have any such suggestions, we would 
ears it. 

Mr. Murreny. Senator, I must think you for those kind words be- 
fore this many people. Never were any such kind words spoken 
concerning me before such a crowd. 

I would say that the bill, as I read it concerns itself only with 
vested water rights so far as protection is concerned. Montana’s 
need for protection is against large nonconsumptive uses downstream, 
and we need a subordination clause before Montana will be protected, 
and a subordination clause is the only thing that will protect Mon- 
tana. 

Senator Neusercer. Any suggestions you have for strengthening 
that, we would appreciate. 

Just one other thing I would like to comment on. You refer to 
the bill discriminating against the people served by private power 
companies because of the preference clause. 

First, I happen to represent a State in the Senate where a sub- 
stantial majority of the consumers of power are served by private 
power companies. This is one reason that I introduced the modifica- 
tion of the preference clause so that no one State could monopolize 
the power. However, I would call to your attention the record of 
the Bonneville administration to date under the preference clause. 

The hearings in Washington last May and June, where I believe 
you were also a witness—— 

Mr. Murrny. I was. 

Mr. Neupercer. We had very expert testimony from the staff of 
the Bonneville administration, and these were the figures given to 
us. As of that date, this is how the Bonneville sales were divided: 
Twenty-eight percent of the energy to publicly owned agencies; 23 
percent to private utility companies; 7 percent to Federal Govern- 
ment bureaus, such as the Atomic Energy Commission at the Han- 
ford project; and 42 percent to private industry. This meant a to- 
tal of 65 percent of Bonneville’s energy sold to nonpreference cus- 
tomers, and only 35 percent to preference customers. 

I just think the record should show that, because at least to date 
under the preference clause, nearly twice as much Bonneville energy 
goes to nonpreference customers as is sold to preference customers, 
as of the testimony printed at page 264 of the hearing records of 
last May and June. 

Mr. Mureny. Well, I think, Senator, that that merely strength- 
ens my position that we don’t need any bill such as we have under 
consideration here where that protection would not be offered. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Murphy. 

Does Governor Bonner wish to complete his testimony ¢ 

Governor, here are the rest of your notes, and we trust your in- 
disposition has been cured. 





1182 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 





t | STATEMENT OF JOHN BONNER—Resumed 


Mr. Bonner. Thank you. Thank you very much, Senator, for 
your courtesy, which I sincerely appreciate. 

Senator Neupercer. Very happy to oblige you. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. As I stated in my main statement, it is 

my opinion that in any law, the Montana people should have pref- 
erence, first for domestic use, irrigation use, and for division of the 

profits from the dams downstream. 

I call your attention to section 89-846, Revised Codes of 1947, a 
statute which was passed in 1921, and provides, in brief, that no 
waters of the State of Montana shall be impounded for use in an- 
other State without the express authorization of the Legislature of 
Montana. This statute was copied from a New Jersey statute and 

; was, by the Supreme Court of the United States, many years ago 

; held constitutional. 

There has been some evidence here today about the Cabinet Gorge 
Dam and that authorization by the legislature for the dam was 
passed when I was Governor of this great State. I adhered to my 
theory then and I told the legislature I would not sign the bill un- 
less they adhered to the provision of the Montana statute which I 
have just quoted. The law simply states, and I quote now from 
chapter 3 of the Laws of Montana, 32d Session, 1951: 

The waters of the Clark Fork River may be impounded or restrained within 
the State of Montana for a distance not exceeding 25 miles from the Idaho- 
Montana boundary line by a dam located on said river in the State of Idaho 


and constructed by any person, firm, partnership, or corporation authorized 
to do business in the State of Montana— 


And this is your reservation : 


Providing, however, that any present or future appropriations of water in 
the watershed in the State of Montana for irrigation and domestic use above 
said dam shall have priority over water for power use of said dam. 

There was your reservation, the first time in the history of Mon- 
tana. 

I saw fit, because of the importance of the reservations, that I 
send a message to the legislature, which happened for the first time 
in the history of Montana where a Governor approved a bill. As 
you well know, when you veto a bill, you advise the legislature why 
you vetoed it. 

I refer now to the message I sent to the President of the Senate, 
the Senate Chambers, Helena, Mont., contained right after chapter 
3 of the law I just quoted, and I state it just in part as I want to be 
brief. 

The Montana Water Conservation Board and its engineer agree that Senate 
bill No. 9 will not be detrimental to the use of the Clark Fork River for power, 
irrigation, or consumption of the dam. 

And then I went on to state that, in my opinion, this was a great 
act of the Legislature of Montana, because it followed the statute I 
have just quoted and because I believed, and I believe now, that in 
any agreement that we might make or in any law that we might 
support for the development of this great river, that the people of 
Montana, because of the headwaters arising within the State, should 
have the reservations which I heretofore testified to. 
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I want to say this, too, that while we did have a eins legis- 
lature when this bill was passed, if you will look at the record, and 
I like to be fair about these things, a great majority of the Democrats 
in the legislature, as well as the Republicans, voted for this bill that 
I am telling you about. I think that perhaps only 32 or so Democratic 
representatives voted against it. 

ow, it was passed for the benefit of the people of the State of 
Montana, and I want to go down on record as not being one of those 
coming out now for reservations on these bills, but as one who as 
Attorney General and Governor of Montana enunciated this policy 
long ago which I still believe in if this State is to be the State it has 
a right to be. 

Senator, I thank you for your courtesy in permitting me to come 
back, and I enjoyed your hearing and I hope to be with you sometime 

ain. 

"Sinema Nevupercer. Thank you, Governor Bonner, and we are 
happy that your indisposition has been so speedily ended. 

There are about five or six minutes remaining to the opponents, 
and if they would like to make use of that, I would be happy to have 
them do so. If not, we will go on and let the proponents take their 
concluding time. 

Mr. Ray Loman. I am trying to fit them in, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. All right, you have about six or seven minutes. 


STATEMENT BY JEROME HEWANKORN, DAYTON, MONT. 


Senator Neusercer. Won’t you proceed? Will you give us your 
name and address, please? 

Mr. Hewanxorn. Mr. Hewankorn, and I am representing the 
Salish and Kootenai tribes of the Flathead Reservation. 

Now, the purpose of my being here, and it is sure a pleasure to 
be called to this stand here. I think this is the first time I have seen 
the people here. I couldn’t count the faces, but there must be thou- 
sands of them. One Indian, I am sure is glad to be called to this 
table here. 

Senator Neusercer. We are glad to have you. 

Mr. Hewankorn. Thank you, Senator Neuberger. 

I am sent out here by the authority of the Tribal Council. We 
had a meeting just the other day and we heard about this bill here 
where this was confronting everyone in the State, so I was the one 
that brought it up that we should have a man to represent the Flat- 
head Tribe, and I was going to make a motion to send delegates here, 
and at the moment with the short notice, I was called last night. 
They told me they wanted me at this meeting. They said, “Jerome, 
you have got to be there.” 

And so I can’t proceed too good. We will have a little statement 
here prepared at that time. What they have here, gentlemen, it 
says: My name is Jerome Hewankorn. I reside in Dayton, Mont. 
I ama fullblooded Kootenai Indian and a member of the Tribal Coun- 
cil of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes whose head- 
quarters are located at the Flathead Indian Agency, Dixon, Mont. 

I am here today as a representative of the Wathend Tribal Council 
and therefore as a representative of the entire Flathead Nation. The 

37710—59—pt. 284 
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remarks that I am about to present are in opposition to any legisla- 
tion that will threaten our treaty rights or endorse the exploitation 
of our vast natural resources. 

Many people believe that when my Indian ancestors signed the 
Hell Gate Treaty of 1855 that the U.S. Government was granting 
land to the tribes. I would like to take this opportunity to enlighten 
some of these misled people. When the chiefs of the Flathead Nation 
signed the treaty of 1855, which is the same as a treaty between two 
nations, the tribes granted land to the United States and the United 
States agreed to let the people of the Flathead Nation live on their 
reservation and enjoy freely the exclusive use and benefit of their 
reservation. 

On many occasions this treaty, where the rights of the Indians are 
concerned, has been treated too lightly. 

We own valuable resources that would be inundated if the Colum- 
bia River Development Corporation becomes a reality. For example, 
we own four potential damsites, two of which are feasible, at present ; 
thousands of acres of grazing and farming lands; some timberland, 
including treaty held fishing and hunting territory, not to mention 
the unexplored mineral and oil potential that the land may have. 
Naturally we do not like to see our natural resources exploited by 
anyone, public or private. 

As an Indian treaty organization we are nonpartisan. Although 
we are extremely interested in the development of our natural re- 
sources, we are not concerned as to whether public or private organiza- 
tions develop our resources as long as we receive a fair return for the 
privilege of such development. . 

The passage of this bill would kill any chance that we would have 
to develop any of our four damsites that we now own on the Flathead 
River. Also, we would be subject to the whims of the Columbia River 
Development Corporation. Who knows, we could be flooded out by 
Libby Den from above or drowned out by Knowles Dam from below. 

Mr. Sneed. It says: 


We are trying to develop industry, create employment, and raise the standard 
of living for the people who live on our reservation. This would be a difficult 
feat to accomplish under 80 or 90 feet of water. 

Therefore, I cannot see where the passage of this bill would be of any benefit 
to the people living on the Flathead Indian Reservation. 

Thank you. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Hewanxorn. And a little further more, Senator Neuberger, 
I have one here that was nie Ppa by one of the-——— 

Senator Neusercer. I told you, I think, that your side has gone 
past their time. 

Mr. Hewanxkorn. Oh. 

Senator Nevgercer. I wonder if it would be all right if we put it in 
the record as coming from you, is that all right? 

Mr. Hewanxorn. That will be all right. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you. It will go in the record in full. 

Mr. Hewanxorn. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much for being here. We 
have been very pleased to have you honor us with your presence. 

(The statement follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Exit WILLIAM MORIGEAU, VicE CHAIRMAN, BUSINESS COUNCIL OF 
THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES 


My name is Eli William Morigeau, of Polson, Mont. I am the vice chairman 
of the business council of the Confederated Tribes. Also, the chairman of the 
natural resources board of this same tribe. The exploration activities of my 
committee work is as follows: Land, timber, mining, hydropower. I am ex- 
tremely opposed to any type of legislation such as 8S. 3114 known as the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation bill, which will jeopardize the Con- 
federated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of their rights that we retained from 
the United States, in the treaty of July 26, 1855, at Hell Gate near Missoula, 
Mont. 

TREATY WITH THE FLATHEADS, 1855 


ARTICLE 1. The Tribes ceded to the United States 15,500,000 acres; and 

Arr. 2. The tribe reserved from the lands above 2,500,000 acres, and re- 
tained aboriginal title, such as the south one-half of Flathead Lake, and ap- 
proximately 85 miles of Flathead River. I feel that we are the only Indian 
treaty tribes in the United States that can own navigable rivers and lakes 
such as the property that we own and presently exploit. 

This tribe in the past 2 years has retained Berry Dibble of Redlands, Calif., 
a consulting engineer, to make studies of what the tribe should receive from 
the United States if Paradise Dam or Knowles Dam were constructed by 
the United States, bringing the water to an elevation of 2,700 feet would flood 
all of our remaining powersites. On Flathead River, Mr. Berry Dibble, a con- 
sulting engineer of long standing in the field of hydroengineering made a study 
that if our feasible sites were submerged, the tribe should receive $355,000 
annually for a period of not less than 50 years or a total of $17,750,000. This 
study does not take into consideration the tribal agricultural lands or timbered 
lands below elevation 2,700 feet. 


I’m not opposed to public power or, I am not opposed to private power, but, 
this tribe has over the years given or lost, et cetera, through this type legisla- 
tion until it hurts. 

Respectfully, 
Ext WILLIAM MORIGEAU, 
Vice Chairman of Confederated Tribes, Chairman of the Natural Resources 
Board of the Confederated Tribes, Flathead Reservation. 


Dixon, Monr. 


Senator Neunercer. That concludes the time for presentation b 
opponents of the Columbia River Development Corporation Bill. 
There is one-half hour available for the advocates of the bill. Who 
wishes to take the first time ? 


STATEMENT OF S. R. LOGAN, CHARLO, MONT. 
Mr. Logan. Senator, I am S. R. Logan, Charlo, retired school 


superintendent, farmer, and treasurer of the Lake County Democratic 
Central Committee. My wife and I are here at our personal expense 
and on our own time. 

I have read some 600 pages of testimony, pro and con; I have 
studied the bill proposed in 1959. The extent of the opposition to 
the act puzzles me. As I understand the bill, power company stock- 
holders and customers would share justly in the benefits of the con- 
tinuing abundance of low-cost Federal power, and no legitimate in- 
terest would be injured. 

Since the Montana Power-Anaconda group owns heavily in Mon- 
tana newspapers and in agricultural, mineral, timber, manufacturing. 
banking, and many other fields and has many employees, its power 
to reward and punish by patronage and withdrawal of patronage 
and by hiring, firing, promoting, and demoting is terrific and well 
known. It is so amplified by the imagination of many that it hangs 
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constantly over their heads. This power is derived largely from a 

ition of monopoly or near monopoly. As the area of monopoly 
is extended, for example, through the acquisition of additional news- 
papers, radio stations, damsites, and transmission lines, the freedom 
of the people and their institutions is correspondingly restricted. 

I believe a thorough investigation of the political operations of our 
power monopolies would enable the people to evaluate more accur- 
ately the need and suitability of legislation proposed for river 
development. 

Do the power company officials value above all else the personal 
power to dominate private business, mold public opinion, influence 
public officials, and regulate their ostensible regulators on the utility 
commissions, which results from monopoly control over the people’s 
rivers? Are they fighting to retain and extend their power to rule, 
conferred by the present confused and complicated situation; to 
prevent new Federal starts, to thwart the people and demoralize our 
system of government ? 

Notwithstanding the billions in their fast tax writeoff subsidies that 
other taxpayers must make up; notwithstanding the reimbursement 
to power companies of all taxes paid by them, through their inclusion 
as operating expense in the establishment of rates, these officials tell 
the people in political advertisements and in many other ways that 
they lighten the load of the taxpayer. They say that cheap self- 
liquidating public power imposes upon consumers and taxpayers 
an abhorrently unjust burden. Their monstrously deceitful political 
advertising, unwillingly paid for by their customers and the tax- 
payers, misinforms the public and, at the same time, helps to keep 
the newspapers and magazines on the side of the companies. 

In the same manner they distract and frighten the people with 
the hobgoblin of socialism—not the private socialism of collectivist 
ownership by a few corporations, controlled by fewer men, to which 
they themselves are contributing in a big way, but public schools, 
rivers, forests, and dams which are controlled by elected representa- 
tives of the people. 

The socialism they decry turns out to be a mere continuation of the 
practices of American political and economic democracy, clear back 
to public and private development of waterpower in the 1600's. It is 
ironic and ridiculous that the galloping socialism of corporate collec- 
tivism and private monopoly should attack, as socialism the de- 
mocracy of a free and competitive mixed economy which we have 
always fostered at our seats of government, in Washington, and our 
State and county capitals and in our school districts. 

In this connection, may I refer to an article by the eminent author- 
ity, A. A. Berle, Jr., in the Reporter, October 30, 1958, entitled “Whose 
Socialism”. He says, 

If we are on the left lane to socialism or collectivism, it is not government 
ownership that is ahead of us. Five hundred corporations may control two- 
thirds of the nonfarm economy, but within that 500 a still smaller group has 
the ultimate decision-making power. This is, I think, the highest concentration 
of economic power in recorded history. Some of these corporations are units 
that can be thought of only in somewhat the way we have heretofore thought of 
nations. I want to point out that we are approaching what the English econ- 
omists a generation ago used to call company socialism, meaning thereby a 


collective system administered not by the state but by business. When the 
cry of socialism is raised, some of us have learned to look almost automatically 
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for a business interest that wants to buy cheap some Government-owned re- 
source or facility. That same business interest will be the first to storm into 
Washington demanding a Government subsidy, a pipeline to Government credit, 
or a quota system barring competing imports. 

In Montana the opposition to the proposed corporation and to the 
Paradise bill funnels through the Upper Columbia Development 
Council, Ray Loman, president. In a speech at Polson, as reported 
December 6 by the Great Falls Tribune, Mr. Loman gave the grounds 
on which his organization is opposing the measure. I quote from this 
report: 


The plan fulfills all of the definitions of socialism— 
Loman stated— 


in that it would establish State ownership of a natural resource, together with 
the control over production and distribution of hydroelectric power in the area. 

I wonder if anyone in this room has ever heard or seen even one 
competent definition of socialism which this plan fulfills? 

And does Mr. Loman not know that the Government already owns 
all navigable streams, and always has owned them ¢ 

And has anybody other than Government ever controlled or claimed 
the right to control production and distribution of hydroelectric 
power? Can government of the whole economy be subordinated to 
any fraction of it? 

It is only because this statement is so typical of the arguments put 
out for the use of opponents of both the Corporation Act and the 
Paradise bill that I can believe that the president of the proprivate 
monopoly organization could utter such ridiculous nonsense. 

As a further example I quote Mr. Loman’s paper, the Ronan Pioneer, 
December 4: 

First, the accepted definition of state property under socialism is State 
ownership of natural resources and control over its development and distribu- 
tion. The proposed bill will do just that to the water natural resources in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Can anyone tell me what this means, if anything? 

Having criticized Mr. Loman as President of the opposing organi- 
zation, in justice I wish to compliment him for allowing generous 
space to letters from supporters of the Paradise and Corporation bills 
in his community newspaper, an example to the company-owned press, 
which rejects all such letters. 

Because of its basic and key character, I believe multipurpose public 
power development to be as essential for the preservation of freedom 
as are the public schools. Neither exclude private effort; both foster 
it. Both public dams and public schools pay for themselves many 
times over by the increased productivity they create. In addition, 
the public dams return to the U.S. Treasury, with interest, the funds 
advanced for their construction. They continue to be, like the rivers 
themselves, forever public property. They are the means by which 
peogre assure to themselves the inexhaustible material blessings of 

alling water at the lowest possible cost. More important, they are 
one of the best guarantees of continued rule by the people for the 


pegple. 
he proposed corporation seems to be the best politically accept- 
able means of getting both governmental and private capabilities fully 
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on the job for rapid harnessing of the wasting and destructive power 
of the river to serve all of the people justly. 

I would like to submit this for the record, including the article. 

Mr. Sneep. Is this the statement you have read ? 

Mr. Locan. This is an abstract, more or less, of that; yes. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much for your statement. We 
will use our own judgment about the supplementary material, as we 
have to do. 

Thank you so much, Mr. Logan. 

Senator Nevpercer. Who is the next witness for the proponents / 
Twenty minutes remain. 


STATEMENT OF G. NORMAN PENWELL, KALISPELL, MONT. 


Mr. Penweiyt. My name is Norman Penwell. I appear as an indi- 
vidual and I also operate the television station, and I don’t have a 
prepared statement to give you, so the reporter will have to take it. 

Senator Neupercer. Just sit down and give us your statement. 

Mr. Penwe tt. It seems to me that, after viewing all of this this 
morning, this testimony can be correlated, Senator, into two groups— 
those of us who are categorically opposed to any Federal project, and 
those others who admit the possibility of Federal power, providing 
the technical writing of the bill is compatible with the interests of 
Montanans. 

Now, those on the opposition to this bill that you have proposed that 
are categorically opposed to any Federal development of any kind, 
I think probably the best suggestion would be that they simply secede 
from the Union, along with the State of Texas, and run their own gov- 
ernment without any Federal help for the schools or roads or public 
service or anything of that kind. 

Senator Neusercer. Why do you include that they secede with the 
State of Texas? I thought it was part of the Union. Colonel Sneed, 
aren’t you from Texas? I doubt if that slur to the native State of our 
esteemed staff member is necessary. 

Mr. Penwe wu. I will rescind it. That was a colloquialism that I 
thought would get my point across. 

Senator Nerusercer. We will consider that rescinded from the 
record. 

Mr. Penwe tut. I would like to correct an impression that Mr. Goza 
left here earlier today. I think he was off base when he suggested 
that we did not receive any benefit from Hungry Horse Dam. Per- 
haps, secluded as he evidently is over there in Helena, he was not 
aware of what happened in the Flathead Valley, for example, in the 
aluminum plant, just to mention one: providing 400 to 600 jobs with 
the Victor Chemical plant taking power made possible only by the 

ower of Hungry Horse; and every one of these people here in the 
‘lathead Valley, by the way, are going to have to buy food, clothes; 
they are going to be buying homesites, and all that adds to the tax 
base. So the argument that Hungry Horse Dam hasn’t added any- 
thing to the tax base doesn’t hold any water, because our tax base 
can be increased immensely. You can talk to any merchant or any 
retailer in the Flathead Valley, and particularly those who are very 
close up to Columbia Falls, and ask them whether or not the Hungry 
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Horse Reservoir did them any good and whether it is doing them any 
good now, and the answer is simply tolled up in the cash register 
jingles at the end of every Saturday after the men get their payroll 
over there. 

If anybody was hurt by the Hungry Horse Reservoir Dam, we have 
yet to hear from them. Even the private power companies that have 
downstream dams, of course, are the ones that will benefit mostly, 
because all of their water-power generating facilities are firmed up 
by the location of upstream reservoirs 

Now, that is not the main point that we are discussing and that 
you want brought out today; it is whether of not additional dams 
built under the administration of a Columbia River Development 
Corporation, as you have written it or that is written in another way, 
whether it could-do us any good. Now, the testimony so far today 
seems to me to represent most of the Flat head V alley and the farmers, 
of the labor groups, and they are over whined in favor of some 
sort of a valley development of this kind. The question that does 
remain in my mind and in some of theirs is whether or not we, as 
Montanans, are going to reap any of the benefits of at-the-damsite 
power produced w ith a preference clause. 

Now, Senator, I don’t think that any of these people or myself are 
prone to ignore the fact that if these dams are built even without a 
preference clause, that we would benefit immensely. I don’t mean 
I would not be in favor of a preference clause, but even if it were not 
included, if a Columbia River plan of some sort would increase the 
economic base of this basin to our West in the same ratio as TVA, 
for example, raised the economic base of the Tennessee Valley, then 
it would have more than done its job. It would have provided an 
influx of over a million people into the Columbia Basin. Now, who 
could deny here in Montana that we would all benefit from that in- 
crease of people and industry to the west of us? 

Now, I feel that our chamber of commerce, which has presented 
its viewpoint, and in many instances our merchants, have been misled 
into thinking that. they must categorically oppose any legislation or 
any authority which the Government would be running like this, 
but none of these people who are on the chamber of commerce can at 
the same time deny the fact that tourist dollars flow through their 
cash registers and their tills all summer long, because that is Mon- 
tana’s third largest industry. Now, with an economic base to our 
west that has increased, with an economic base here that has increased 
and enlarged, there is no reason to believe that we here in Montana 
could not have the tourist industry, for example, as one of our basic 
and largest industries in the State of Montana. 

Now, you can’t blame Montanans for getting all that they can out 
of their few remaining natural resources. The one natural resource 
we have remaining is our water resource. This State, as you prob- 
ably know, has been raped of most of its natural resources in the past 
by a few large corporations that have returned very little, if any- 
thing to the ‘State of Montana, many of them not even paying cor- 
poration tax here in the State of Montana, most of them wholly con- 
trolled and owned outside the State of Montana. So it is natural 
that what few natural resources we do have left, and water is one of 
them, we want to use to the best of our benefit. 
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Now, we have yet to see on the part of the opponents of this bill 
today very much in the way of direct proposals that would create 
a larger economic base or that would get a development plan under- 
way. The private power companies have admitted that they are not 
interested in building these multipurpose upstream dams. We have 
yet to see a proposal on the part of the private power companies that 
they would build Glacier View or that they would build Spruce Park 
Dams. Then who is going to do it if they are not? There is only 
one other party to do it. 

Why are they fighting so hard? They will benefit, actually, as 
much as anybody by the increased upstream storage that will firm 
up their power at every dam they have downstream, in Montana, in 
Washington, in Idaho, and in Oregon. 

If you will pin down any of the Flathead Valley merchants, I 
know you will have a hard time getting them to deny that Hungry 
Horse Dam didn’t do us any good. When it comes right down to it, 
just who is getting the most benefit out of our federally built dams 
here in Montana? For example, Montana Power has most all the 
power tied up in wheeling contracts at the Federal dams. They are 
the ones that are getting the benefits and, by the way, much of it, as 
you may not know, is being gained at dump rates. So why are they 
so categorically denying the advantage of Columbia River power 
development to us? 

Now, you can’t blame us, as Montanans, for wanting all that we 
can get out of what water resources we have. For example, would 
it be possible for us to get a percentage of the firmed-up power that 
would not otherwise have been available downstream and perhaps 
include that in a preference clause in Montana? Or perhaps Mon- 
tanans don’t want 100 percent of the onsite power developed at any 
of these plants. Perhaps we could make a trade. Perhaps if we did 
get 100 percent of the onsite power, then we would not get any of the 
increased power firmed-up downstream and we could trade and we 
could still get the benefits of an increased income base. 

What we do want to get across to your committee, Senator, is we 
have just one bargaining tool left here in the State and that is what 
little natural resources we have left, and that is water. Certainly, 
an authority such as suggested in this bill of your could do no worse 
than our own legislature which, as was pointed out here earlier, was 
elected by our own people and which let the Noxon Rapids and 
Cabinet Gorge go in without a cent of repayment to the people of 
Montana, and whether or not there was a preference in there that 
let the people of Montana own the water rights, the water rights 
already belonged to the people of Montana, so I don’t see how that. 
even enters into the argument. We have lost everything in those 
dams. The people that were interested in public power back in 1944 
when the Hungry Horse Act was first written got included the prefer- 
ence clause, and those people knew what it meant then and they 
know what it means now. They were working for it in Noxon Rapids 
and in the Cabinet Gorge Dams, but it didn’t get in and that is what 
they are working for now. 

os the case of Paradise Dam, in the case where a dam would pre- 
empt private property, there certainly, I feel, should be a payment of 
some kind in lieu of taxes. Hungry Horse was built on Forest Serv- 
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ice lands, so there was no removal of any tax base from Flathead 
County. If there is a dam that takes private property from a county, 

ou can put me on record as proposing that there a payment in 
lin of that tax base until such time as the economic development has 
made up the difference. 

However, that is not the entire picture. Nobody can deny that 
when 600 people move into the Flathead Valley for new industry, 
and that is just one we could have, that represents 600 families, and 
how about all the added services that they require in order to sur- 
vive? Added grocery stores, added laundry and cleaning establish- 
ments and service stations, and, as I mentioned, possibly homesites. 

Now, in conclusion and just for the record, I want to correct one 
other statement that was made earlier today by another person testify- 
ing before your committee, and it was the editor of our Daily Inter- 
lake where he stated that this paper here in Kalispell was a Kalispell 
product and it was giving both sides of this question. 

Well, let’s get the record clear right here now, that it is still a 
Scripps-League paper, and I take this from the October 1, 1958, 
affidavit that was published in the Interlake where it is owned, not 
only by Mr. Sweetland, but by Mr. Hagadone, of Idaho; by Mr. 
Howard, of Seattle; by the Herald Corp., of Utah.; and the Scripps 
League of Delaware. 

ow, while that may be somewhat better than the ACM press, 
which is owned and controlled by the ACM subsidiary of Fairmont 
Corp., and which, we can very safely say, either owns or controls 
the majority,of the daily newspapers in the State of Montana with 
very few exceptions, I just want to substantiate the testimony that 
was given by Mrs. Logan earlier this morning, and that is that if our 
daily paper, for example, is presenting both sides of these important 
issues, then why is it that group after group comes up to me and to us 
at the television station with a request that we present this side of the 
story which they cannot get covered elsewhere? Why ? 

Well, personally, I can produce evidence, for example, if you want 
it, of several letters to the editor here that were not published because 
the editor did not agree with their context. I don’t mean this to 
infer that the editor is required to print whatever is given to him in 
the matter of news releases, because that is his privilege as a news- 
paper editor. However, it doesn’t alter the fact that the editor’s 
discretion has been used in the past to disclose one side of this picture, 
with very little coverage given to anything that meets with the 
editor’s or his owners’ disapproval. 

Now, finally, it should be obvious to even the most grossly un- 
informed that Hungary Horse, for example, has immensely bene- 
fitted this area and will continue to do so, and the same can happen 
to an even greater extent with the development of our power re- 
sources here in the Northwest. 

Now, the opponents of this measure are quoting Dr. Renne, of Mon- 
tana State ieee to the effect that what is needed is a comprehensive 
study of the overall water conservation picture, which is all true, but 
no one doubts this is also a part of the opposition’s subterfuge to 
stall and to confuse, because we can hold hearings and we can have 
studies until hell freezes over and we can still have no development 
on the Columbia River drainage. It remains for you, Senator, and 
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your colleagues in the Senate for Congress, to take the politics out of 
this football and to get use some development somehow. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Penwell. 

There are about 8 minutes remaining and I assume Mr. Norwood 
will take that. 


STATEMENT OF GUS NORWOOD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER COMMISSION 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, there will be one witness after me. 
I submit my written statement and exhibits for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, the regional corporation was first proposed in 1936. 
At that time, the Pacific Northwest Regional Planning Commission 
recommended that the power from the Bonneville and the Grand 
Coulee Dams be sold by means of a government corporation. 

This is not a new idea. We have merely read through the literature 
that accumulated over the years and have formualted the early drafts 
of this bill. 

I would like to say we are very grateful for the efforts which you 
and the members of the staff have put in in the revision and the 
improvement of this bill. Our systems, 105 systems, representing 
almost 2 million people which they serve in the five Pacific North- 
west States, including Alaska, have spent some $5,000 on this bill 
for good and sufficient reasons. We have seen many mistakes made. 
We have now a power system which is operating 13 dams under a 
law which was designed for the sale of power from only 1 dam. 

The Bonneville Administration has done a fine job under very 
difficult circumstances. It has grown like Topsy; it has not been able 
to hold its own to get this power system balanced. Consequently, we 
have neglected upstream storage, _ 

That is one of the big, serious mistakes that has been made in the 
Pacific Northwest in the last 10 years, the neglect of upstream stor- 
age. That is why we have so much dump power for sale. We had 
5.8 billion kilowatt-hours of dump power for sale last year. If we 
could have sold half of it, we would not be having a deficit in Bon- 
neville operations today. The deficit in the Bonneville operations at 
the present time is unnecessary. The Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration, however, does have a surplus of over $100 million and it is 
possible that the Bonneville rate increase can be avoided. 

The construction of the California Intertie is another big business 
mistake. We think that one of the first jobs for the corporation 
should probably be the construction of such a line. 

We think the anti-industry clause, which was previously referred 
to under the 20-year private utility contracts, is going to have to 
be renegotiated and revised. That was a serious business mistake. 

These business mistakes indicate the kind of errors which we hope 
that this corporation can plow around. 

This bill does not involve water rights, because the corporation 
would not be allowed to either construct or own or condemn any 
dams. 

Among the amendments which we are proposing in our testimony, 
there are two major ones, and I will not touch on the minor ones. 

Our membership has suggested, in talking with me at these four 
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days of hearings, that the Board should appoint the Manager. That 
is the first major amendment which we suggest in our testimony. 
The Board should appoint the Manager; the Manager should be re- 
sponsible to the Board. 

The second amendment is one of clarification so that the corpora- 
tion may not own or condemn or construct any dam itself, but that 
the dams would be constructed by the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau, as at the present time. That has always been our intention, 
it ismerely a matter of clarifying it. 

This is not a TVA bill. We think it avoids both the extremes of 
the CVA and an interstate compact. We think both methods are 
not useful for our purposes. 

We have tried to make this as much a moderate, businesslike ap- 
proach as possible, because the most immediate concern our systems 
have is the power which they purchase from the Bonneville Power 
Administration. The two main purposes which they have behind 
this bill are an adequate supply of power at the lowest possible cost, 
and that is under a public utility responsibility clause, which is 
equally good for private utilities, public power systems, and most 
important of all, the new industries that we should be attracting to 
this region. 

We hope, in conelusion, that the bill which finally comes out of 
these hearings is one which meets the test of what is in the best public 
interest. If this bill is anything less than that, then we will regret 
the work which we have put into It. 

And so we say, Senator Neuberger, in conclusion, that we have 
always tried and we will continue to strive to shoot for a bill which 
will ultimately meet the test of what is in the best public interest. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Norwood. I ap- 
preciate your testimony. 

(The full statement of Mr. Norwood and the exhibits follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Gus Norwoop, Executive SECRETARY, NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Gus Norwood. For 
the nast 11 years I have served as executive secretary of the Northwest Public 
Power Association which is comprised of 105 consumer-owned electric systems 
serving almost 2 million people in the States of Alaska, Washington, Montana, 
Idaho, and Oregon. 

On behalf of the public and cooperative electric systems which make up the 
Northwest Public Power Association I wish to express appreciation to the Senate 
Public Works Committee for the very fine hearings which were held in Wash- 
ington, D.C., last May. We appreciate the excellent revision of the Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill by the committee staff. We are also thank- 
ful for the present hearings being held in the Pacific Northwest. 

Especially we want to thank the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Rich- 
ard L. Neuberger, for his keen interest in this bill. 

This statement is supplemental to the testimony presented by Mr. Vincent 
M. Cleaveland, president of the Northwest Public Power Association at Portland 
on December 8, in which he outlined broadly the case for the bill. 

In order to avoid duplication in the record this statement is also supplemental 
to the testimony which I presented at pages 26-144 and 570-586 of the previous 
hearing, much of which is germane to the revised bill. 


THE COMMITTEE PRINT OF NOVEMBER 21, 1958 


The present draft of the bill in the form of the committee print of November 
21, 1958, is a very fine improvement over S. 3114. 
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During the 6 months since the Washington, D.C., hearings on S. 3114, our office 
has been in close touch with Senator Neuberger and the committee staff with 
respect to revision of the earlier bill. 


HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE HEARINGS ON S. 3114 


The first hearings on the Columbia River Development Corporation bill were 
conducted by the Senate Public Works Committee in Washington, D.C., on May 
21, 22, 23, and June 5, 1958. 

The record covers 661 pages and culminates in a special index listing 81 sug- 
gestions or proposed amendments to S. 3114. 

The reports of 10 Federal agencies suggested technical amendments many of 
which were adopted in the revised bill. 

The testimony of the Bonneville Power Administration was extensive and 
scholarly covering 156 pages or more than one-fourth of the record. The high- 
light of BPA testimony appears at page 371 in the form of a suggested draft of 
language to impose upon the Columbia River Development Corporation a public 
utility responsibility for net power requirements at wholesale. 

This public utility responsibility clause was the result particularly of the testi- 
mony of Mr. Herbert Lundy, editor of the Portland Oregonian, that S. 3114 was 
too weak in regard to public utility responsibility. 

The chief accomplishment of the hearing is the strengthening of the revised 
bill by including a clear duty of public utility responsibility. 

The second largest amount of testimony was submitted by the Northwest 
Public Power Association, which together with 28 exhibits totaled 135 pages. 
The central theme of this testimony and of eight of the exhibits was the neces- 
sity for Congress to fix a public utility responsibility upon the Corporation. 

Numerous witnesses endorsed S. 3114 in principle. 

Opposition testimony indicated many fears of socialism, creation of a valley 
authority, displacement of private utilities, lack of control by Congress, harm to 
water rights and general opposition to the Federal power program. All opposi- 
tion testimony was reviewed for constructive criticism and the revised bill con- 
tains many changes to obviate most of the fears. 


PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION COMMENTS ON PUBLIC UTILITY RESPONSIBILITY 


In recommendation No. 63, the President’s Water Resources Policy Commis- 
sion recommended that the Federal Government should recognize a public utility 
responsibility in a situation such as that of the Columbia River Power System: 

“63. Where the Federal Government assumes a major responsibility for the 
power supply to distribution systems, this should be recognized as a utility re- 
sponsibility, requiring the construction of new generating capacity, whether 
a oe, or steam-electric, well in advance of expanding needs.” (P. 16, 
vol. I. 

MAJOR CHANGES FROM 8. 3114 


Two major changes have been made in S. 3114. First the Corporation has been 
narrowed down to the point where it is now almost strictly a power agency. The 
multiple-purpose functions remain exclusively in the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Thus the controversial section 7(b) of S. 3114 to provide concurrent jurisdic- 
tion in regard to FPC licenses was abandoned. The revised bill does not touch 
FPC jurisdiction in regard to licensing of dams. 

Also the definition of comprehensive development, establishment of a flood- 
eontrol goal and expressions as to full development have been deleted in the 
interest of achieving a simpler bill, one which makes only the most urgently 
needed changes and a bill which raises the fewest possible questions. Generally 
this first change means that the status of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation remains unchanged except that the Corporation may advance 
funds to these agencies for construction of power facilities. The Corporation 
is not designed for the construction or operation of dams. It may build steam 
plants. The Corporation will in all other respects simply succeed to the present 
functions, staff, assets and liabilities of the Bonneville Power Administration. 

The second major change is the new section 9 which sets forth an improved 
public utility responsibility clause. This defines the responsibility of the Cor- 
poration to provide the net wholesale power requirements of the Pacific North- 
west to the extent that proper contracts have been entered into. 
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This definition is followed by a proviso which might be called the insufficiency 
clause which allays fears that somehow the operation of the antimonopoly pro- 
visions of the Bonneville Act, which are retained, might result in an unreason- 
able geographical concentration of the power sold by the Corporation. 

The insufficiency clause does not change either the letter or spirit of the 
traditional antimonopoly (preference) clause as it appears in section 4 of the 
Bonneville Act. The antimonopoly clause is retained unchanged. 

The public utility responsibility clause is a major change because it places 
a pointed duty upon the Corporation to meet the net wholesale power require- 
ments. The bill contains financing means and other authority as for the pur- 
chase of power and building of steam plants to enable the Corporation to meet 
the needs. This bill abandons the limited premise of the Bonneville Act just 
to market the surplus power which might be produced by the Bonneville Dam. 
The present bill catches up with the happenings since 1987 whereby BPA has 
become the marketing agency for power from 13 dams and whereby BPA has 
become de facto a public utility. 

This bill changes this de facto status to de jure. 

However, the Corporation will not have the same kind of public utility 
responsibility which regulatory agencies normally expect of an electric utility. 
First, the Corporation is confined to sales at wholesale. Second, the Corpora- 
tion has no responsibility to any utility or purchaser who has not applied for 
and received an appropriate contract and agreed to the payment provisions 
thereof. Third, the Corporation does not assume the public utility responsibility 
for the distribution of electricity which resides in each distribution utility of 
the region. Rather the purpose of the Corporation is to provide an adequate 
supply of power at wholesale and thus help the distributors in carrying out their 
own public utility responsibility. 

It is in the light of this public utility responsibility concept that the insuf- 
ficiency clause appears as an appropriate supplement. 

After careful review by our attorneys the insufficiency clause was endorsed 
by the board of trustees of the Northwest Public Power Association on Novem- 
ber 14. We do not consider the insufficiency clause inconsistent with the full 
retention of the antimonopoly clause. One can logically favor and accept, as 
we do, all three clauses, the public utility responsibility clause, the insufficiency 
clause and the antimonopoly clause. 

In addition to these two major changes some minor departures from S. 3114 
might be noted. First, the amount of money which the Corporation may borrow 
from the U.S. Treasury is limited to $750,000,000. This answers the charge 
that S. 3114 might have constituted a blank check for drawing money from 
the Treasury. Second, the cost allocation section is revised. Third, the bonds 
of the Corporation are not included as part of the national debt. 


FURTHER AMENDMENTS 


In the haste to get the committee print of November 21 printed some editorial 
work remained undone. These minor improvements can readily be made before 
the bill is submitted to the Pacific Northwest delegation for their approval and 
introduction in the next Congress. 

However, several policy issues have also been mentioned and will require 
consideration in connection with the next draft. 

1. There is a strong feeling that the General Manager should be appointed 
by the board of directors and should be subject to discharge by the board. My 
comment is one of concurrence. We want a strong manager but we want him 
subject to the board assuming this will be a full-time board. 

2. A fear has been expressed that the Corporation might perhaps exercise 
its power of condemnation to take over some existing public or private dam. 
The bill permits the Corporation to take over a transmission line or substation 
but not a dam as the Corporation does not have authority to own any dams. 
However, if this is a substantial fear, then possibly the condemnation clause 
can be limited so as to remove the fear. 

3. At the bottom of page 19 and top of page 28 a suggestion has been made 
that the criteria—for arrangements with non-Federal agencies must be as 
favorable to the United States as if done by the Federal Government—is too 
severe. One alternative is to require only a determination by the Corporation 
that any such arrangement is in the public interest. Another approach sug- 
gested was that such an arrangement would be permissible if the cost were not 
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more than 25 percent more than if done by the Federal Government itself. 
Either modification appears satisfactory. 
| 4. The cost allocation section is entirely new and untried. It does not appear 
f to meet the basic principle of public administration that authority and respon- 
i sibility should be commensurate. It is basically wrong to have the Corporation 
responsible for repayment for most of the project costs but to have the authority 
} for cost allocations in the hands of construction agencies which have tradi- 
i . tionally favored placing the maximum possible burden upon power. We will 
study this further. 












OUR CONCERN OVER WHOLESALE POWER 








The 75 public and cooperative power distribution systems which purchase 
power from the Bonneville Power Administration paid into the U.S. Treasury 
for the year ending June 30, 1958, the amount of $23,800,000. The annual power 
bill of our group of consumer-owned utilities appears to be going up at about 
$2 million per year. 

Our immediate interest in sponsoring this legislation is to improve the busi- 
ness arrangements under which the Federal Government conducts its power 
business in the Pacific Northwest. To us the price of power is critical. 

Some costly mistakes have been made. 

The Corporation must not make these kinds of mistakes. It may be able 
to overcome some of the disadvantages resulting from past mistakes. 

Three mistakes will serve to illustrate the need for a more businesslike 
administration of the U.S. Columbia River Power System: 

1. The sale of the 230,000-volt BPA transmission line into Klamath Falls 
by Secretary Douglas McKay was an error. This was to be part of the much- 
needed California intertie. As a private utility line, it is not adequately being 
used. The Corporation should either reacquire this line and build it through 
as the California intertie, or it should plan on a much heavier, double circuit 
345,000-volt transmission line right from the Dalles and McNary Dams down 
to the Central Valley project in the vicinity of Sacramento or even San 
Franeisco. Both areas would greatly benefit. 

2. A second obvious mistake was the abandonment of the efforts to obtain 
upstream storage as was previously accomplished at Hungry Horse Dam, 
Albeni Falls Dam, and Palisades Dam. The critical decision was made in 1953 
when the high Hells Canyon Dam was abandoned. This means that political 
opportunism took the place of good business practices. Upstream storage will 
receive major emphasis by the Corporation. 

38. A third mistake was the inclusion in the 20-year private utility contracts 
of a number of provisions which virtually prohibit the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration from serving any new industries or increasing power sales to any 
existing industries. These anti-industry clauses have caused widespread un- 
employment, and the end is not yet in sight. The committee should know and 
understand that this was a deliberate policy. Our Association has submitted a 
memorandum which is a part of your previous hearing on S. 3114 at pages 
123-126 on these restrictions against industry. 

These three errors of the California line, the abandonment of the upstream 
storage goal at Hells Canyon Dam and the anti-industry attitude are serious 
indictments against the present management of the Federal power program 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

Our testimony does not suggest that all is lost forever. We think that the 
Corporation bill will provide the administrative and financial framework for 
the reestablishment of a vigorous businesslike power system. We think the 
Corporation should be able to meet the net power requirements of the region 
both for utility purposes and for industrial needs. 

What is the power potential of the Columbia River? 

One of the private utility witnesses during the hearings on S. 3114 testified 
(at pp. 455-457) that the hydroelectric power development in the Pacific North- 
west region was nearing the end and that upon completion of projects under 
construction only about 6 million kilowatts remain which are considered feasible 
of development. 

He concluded that the present arrangement would be adequate for the har- 
nessing of this last remaining 6 million kilowatts. 

He started with an assumption that the potential of the Pacific Northwest 
was about 35 million kilowatts of which some 22 million kilowatts might be 
| feasible of development, that 9 million kilowatts is developed, 7 million kilo- 
| watts is in various stages of development, and that only 6 million kilowatts 
| would remain to be harnessed. 
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We disagree. We not only disagree, but we hold that this private utility 
witness is in fact providing one of the substantial arguments for the Dill. 

To throw in the sponge when the regions’ hydro is developed only to the 
22 million kilowatts level would be tragic. It would be a pessimistic goal even 
by the standards of private utilities. 

In partial rebuttal we submit that @n March 26, 1956, Maj. Gen. Emerson 
C. Itschner, now Chief of Hngineers, testified during the hearings on upper 
Columbia River development (p. 77) that in his view the maximum hydro po- 
tential for the Pacific Northwest was 45 million kilowatts of peaking capacity 
and that the practical limit of development was about 28 million kilowatts. 

As an initial point we submit that Major General Itschner thus appears to 
be looking for about 12 million kilowatts of development or 100 percent more 
than the private utility witness considered to be feasible. 

Although the witness invoked the Corps of Engineers as his authority, he 
is refuted by the Chief of Engineers. 

A report published by the Federal Power Commission in October reinforces 
our view that the Pacific Northwest should look toward the development of at 
least the amount of capacity indicated by General Itschner. 

The Federal Power Commission document is entitled, “Hydroelectric Power 
Resources of the United States—Developed and Undeveloped—1957.” It re- 
places a similar document of the same name issued 4 years previously. 

In that 4-year period the Federal Power Commission has raised its estimate 
for the hydroelectric potential of the Columbia River from 34.17 to 37.70 mil- 
lion kilowatts—an increase of 3.53 million kilowatts or more than 10 per- 
eent. By including all coastal streams these figures are increased from 38.85 
to 43.05 million kilowatts, an increase of 4.20 million kilowatts. 

Both General Itschner and the private utility witness were using the entire 
Pacific Northwest region, technically known as North Pacific drainage. 

Our analysis shows that the net increase of 3.54 million kilowatts for the 
Columbia River consists actually of a gross incerase of 5.213 million kilowatts 
and a decrease of 1.663 million kilowatts for a net gain of 3.53 million kilowatts. 

The reduction is in large part accounted for by the deletion of the Paradise 
Dam of 1,008,000 kilowatts and the substitution of Buffalo Rapids No. 4 with 
only 300,000 kilowatts capacity. We consider this substitution unrealistic and 
we refuse to accept the new FPC figures. The 308 review report has rejected 
Buffalo Rapids No. 4. 

The latest FPC report likewise does not include many power potentials which 
are widely recognized as being in the picture. The report does not include 
the third and fourth powerhouses at Grand Coulee Dam nor the second power- 
house at Bonneville Dam, for example. 

It is apparent that the report makes no allowance for the development of 
upstream storage in Canada which would increase the potentials in the United 
States. 

A major factor making for low estimates is the desire of hydroelectric engi- 
neers to achieve a high plant factor on the facilities as long as the system is 
almost entirely hydro. About 70 percent is common. Obviously, sueh a high 
average plant factor cannot continue. The widely used norm is 40 percent 
and European practice goes down to 20 percent and even 10 percent. 

In the long run the hydro plants of the Pacific Northwest will be used largely 
for peaking purposes on top of a steam baseload system just as is now being 
done at Hoover Dam and by TVA and many other large integrated power 
systems. 

Looked at in this light, we might regard the Columbia River as having an 
average energy capability of about 20 million kilowatts. Depending upon the 
intensity of development to lower and lower plant factors, the picture becomes 
as follows: 


Installed capacity 
Plant factor: (kilowatts) 
SO nn iii i, 03 la ea Bee eee 20, 000, 000 
SO perett. 640 46k on Le ah ie Se en 3k 25, 000, 000 
ey NE ot i is lind id eed bla te es 40, 000, 000 
GP RROUN 13.4 bts i. Ba ee eS 50, 000, 000 
SE Ns seeainstens hearse in eiesdatn thinnin oipes te eermanntaie eibacme ete 80, 000, 000 


By the end of this century when the region is dependent predominantly upon 
a thermal power system, it would be entirely reasonable to expect that the 
Columbia River Power System would operate at a plant factor of not over 
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40 percent. This means that the system should have machine capacity of 
50 million kilowatts if the entire potential is to be used. 

However, this assumes that the entire physical potential is economically feas- 
ible of development. Obviously not all the power will be harnessed. Even 
the Tennessee is only 77 percent harnessed according to FPC. 

Assuming the availability of low-cost financing and good coordination of 
thermal and hydro resources by the Corporation, it would appear to be reason- 
able to shoot for harnessing about 80 percent of the physical potential of 50 
million kilowatts. Under this line of reasoning we anticipate that the Cor- 
poration should shoot for a goal of about 40 million kilowatts of machine 
capacity in the Columbia River portion of the Pacific Northwest. 

The coastal streams should be developed even more intensively, that is at 
even lower load factors. Certainly 5 million kilowatts of capacity should be 
achieved here. The two figures make up a total of 45 million kilowatts as a 
practical working target for Pacific Northwest hydro development over the 
next 50 years or so. 

Accepting the private utility witness’ figures that 9 million kilowatts is now 
developed and 7 million kilowatts under development makes a total of only 
16 million kilowatts or 35 percent of the 45 million kilowatt goal. There re- 
mains some 29 million kilowatts yet to be put on the line. It will admittedly 
not be easy to do. 

Probably the two key determinants as to whether the above figure will be 
achieved are the rate of interest which must be paid for borrowed money and 
the price of alternative atomic power. If the rate of interest is down around 
2 percent and if the price of atomic power does not come below about 6 mills, 
then the 29 million kilowatts should be considered to be a suitable working 
target. 

This line of reasoning is not at an end. Future FPC reports should continue 
to uncover new hydroelectric power potentials in the Pacific Northwest. For 
example, the John Day River is completely omitted from the lists. If Grand 
Coulee is raised 43 feet, there is another 450,000 kilowatts. 

Site after site upon active study is upgraded two or three times. 

This has been going on for decades. In 1921 the USGS listed the Columbia 
for a hydro potential of about 10.5 million kilowatts. Today we visualize this 
figure as only one-fifth of the real physical potential. 

This analysis is in point in juxtaposition to the contention of the private utility 
witness. He held that the Corporation was not needed since the hydro job 
was practically done. 

We hold that he may indeed be right. The hydro job may very well be near 
the end if some new financing methods and administrative machinery is not 
soon brought to bear upon these difficult problems. 

The easy and low-cost damsites have been developed. The cream-skimming 
days are over. In order to squeeze the maximum benefits from the remaining 
water-power resources the region should bring to bear the lowest possible cost 
money and the maximum administrative skill available. (See also pp. 570-586 
of previous hearing. ) 

The financing challenges of the future will increasingly necessitate public 
financing at the lowest possible rates of interest if power is to be kept low in 
cost. In all candor I think the private utilities must increasingly turn to public 
vehicles such as the regional corporation as their source of future power supply. 


AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT STEAM PLANTS 


Hearings were held on September 27, 28, October 1, and 2, 1951 by the House 
Public Works Committee on H.R. 4963, a bill to authorize the construction, oper- 
ation, and maintenance of certain fuel-fired electric-generating plants in order 
to make it possible for the Department of the Interior to meet certain defense 
power requirements in the Pacific Northwest, and for other purposes. 

The bill was widelly supported by public labor, farm, and other civic groups 
in the Pacific Northwest and by the Department of the Interior. 

Opposition came from private utilities, the United States Chamber of Com- 
merce, the Portland, Oreg., Chamber of Commerce and private utility front 
organizations. 

The excellent feasibility studies presented at these hearings by the Bonneyille 
Power Administration are more relevant with each passing year. 
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The revised 308 Report just issued by the Corps of Engineers likewise indi- 
eates the need for construction of steamplants in the Pacific Northwest in the 
near future. 

Other studies by the Washington State Power Commission, by the Kittitas 
County Public Utility District and other groups indicate that steam-electric 
generating plants will soon be essential to the most economical and effective 
meeting of the public utility responsibility for wholesale power supply in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Such steam and also atomic powerplants may be constructed by the Columbia 
River Development Corporation under the provisions of the present draft. 


THE PROPER RATE OF INTEREST 


Low-cost power depends on a low-interest rate. 

The comments of the Treasury Department as published in the hearings and the 
comments of the Comptroller General, as recently made public, attack the regional 
corporation bill on the grounds that the rate of interest should not be the actual 
average cost of money to the Government but should be the interest rate on long- 
term bonds. We disagree. 

This contention on interest rates is a part of the hard money policy and 
reversed yardstick electric rate policy which have characterized this admin- 
istration. We oppose both. We favor the actual average cost of money on 
both long terms and short-term borrowings. 

It is not proper to measure the Federal debt administration by private utility 
patterns. The Federal Government borrows money every week by the issuance 
of 91-day certificates. It will probably be using this procedure a century from 
now. It may or may not continue to issue any long-term bonds. There is no 
inherent necessity for the Federal Government to issue any long-term bonds. 

To the Federal Government long-term and short-term are interchangeable 
as to effect. Thus the Government requires about $4 billion of working capital. 
It can issue $4 billion in 100-year bonds and use this money as its working 
capital for the next century. Or on the other hand it might each week issue and 
reissue $300 million in 90-day certificates and also have the same working capital 
at much lower interest rate. Why should the Government deliberately try 
to pay a higher rate of interest? 

The necessity for the issuance of long-term bonds has diminished as the 
Federal Government trust funds have grown, now up to $56 billion. These 
trust funds own one-fifth of the national debt. 

The difficulties of national debt administration have also been reduced as the 
gross national product has grown relative to the national debt. Thus in 1946 
the debt was 128 percent of the gross national product whereas currently the 
debt amounts to only 64 percent of gross national product. The increased yolume 
of currency and circulation of currency should lend itself to greater use of 
91-day certificates. 

It is noteworthy that the United States Treasury under the previous Admin- 
istration was willing to use the actual average cost of money on both long-term 
and short-term issues as the proper measure of cost of money to the Government. 
Such determinations were made in connection with the first cost allocation, study 
for Bonneville Dam and in connection with the various TVA cost allocations. 

This brief discussion on interest is included as a statement of position and 
as an offer of proof. A detailed study would be necessary to fully document 
the case for using actual cost rather than the high interest rate policy of the 
present administration. 

The interest rate is a critical factor in the cost of power as indicated in our 
exhibit 3S (pp. 582-586 of previous hearings). 


THE LIMITATIONS OF THESE RESOURCES 


A month or so prior to the hearings the suggestion was made that the hearings 
be cancelled because the late availability of the revised bill would not permit 
adequate study or extensive opportunity for publicizing its contents in the region. 

The revised bill was printed on November 21, 1958 and a limited supply of 
copies became available in the region about a week later thus leaving effectively 
only one week to prepare for the hearings. 

Obviously these field hearings cannot be regarded as technical hearings on 
this revised bill. However, neither can these hearings be regarded as fully 
adequate grass roots hearings for the determination of public sentiment. 

87710—50—nt, 235 
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This bill is 45 pages long. It contains many complicated provisions. When 
people do not understand a provision they tend to withhold their approval or 
come out in opposition. 

The remarkable fact about these hearings is that so many groups have been 
able to obtain a copy of the revised bill and make a sufficient review to determine 
that the bill merits their support. 

Another mechanical factor which limits the usefulness of these hearings is 
that so many groups were not able to schedule a business meeting between 
November 21 and December 8 for the purpose of adopting a resolution for the bill. 

Despite these various handicaps and despite the extensive campaign of private 
power groups to incite opposition to the bill, it is a remarkable fact that this 
hearing record will show widespread public support of labor, farm, and civic 
groups which are qualified to testify for the public interest. 

Needless to say, the Northwest Public Power Association is grateful for the 
effort and study and keen interest of these groups and their leaders for sub- 
mitting testimony for the regional corporation idea. 


THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE BILL 


In our efforts to solicit every possible suggestion for improving the bill we 
have assembled numerous editorials and comments including those which were 
opposed to the bill. 

The opposition to the bill was not difficult to locate. It came primarily from 
the Pacific Northwest Development Association, which is supported chiefly by 
the private electric utility corporations. The PNDA monthly bulletin theme 
and mission for virtually all of 1958 has been vitriolic opposition to S. 3114. 
PNDA speakers have made many speeches against the bill. 

Many of the opposition resolutions are not based upon the committee print 
of November 21 at all. Indeed they may not be based on the older draft either, 
that is, S. 3114, because in several instances a group, addressed by one of the 
private utility sponsored speakers, on his say-so adopted a resolution in opposition. 

We do not complain about opposition. We believe in the democratic process. 
Our only concern here is to provide at least an indication to this committee that 
the basic opposition is that of the private monopoly power companies operating 
behind and through their front organizations. 

We hope the committee will weigh carefully the testimony of those witnesses 
who are dependent upon financial support from private monopoly power corpora- 
tions. It is our view that the preponderance of opposition testimony is of this 
nature. It comes from organizations which are financed to greater or lesser 
extent by private power. 

Our experience in numerous hearings confirms the pattern which has again 
been demonstrated in these hearings in regard to the extensive use of front 
organizations by the private utilities. 

May I emphasize that we do not complain about opposition testimony as such. 
We merely ask that the committee take with a grain of salt the testimony of 
those witnesses who in fact derive some or all of their income from private 
monopoly power corporations but fail to mention this as a reason or factor which 
determines or colors the conclusion of their testimony. 


PRIVATE UTILITY OPPOSITION 


As far as we have been able to determine the chief opposition and indeed the 
only major opposition to this bill is that of the private monopoly power 
corporations. 

We at one time hoped that the moderate, conservative, and middle-of-the-road 
nature of this bill might result in both private as well as public power support. 

Instead we have been met by the same old die-hard charges of socialism, 
valley authorities, and even dictatorship. 

When we consider that the private utilities may well be the chief beneficiaries 
of the bill, we are not certain as to the tactics of the companies. The private 
utilities stand to gain by this bill. 


OPPOSITION BY UNITED STATES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


At pages 394-396 the Chamber of Commerce of the United States gives its 
arguments against S. 3114. 

It should be recognized, of course, that the chamber is heavily financed by 
private utilities. Our records for just one year show the following payments 
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by utilities in the Northwest for 1957: P. P. & L., $1,750; P. S. P. & L., $1,100; 
P.G.E., $1,000; C.0.P.C., $1,000; W.W.P., $800; and I.P.C., $300. Basically the 
chamber is speaking for private monopoly power corporations. 

The chamber says the use of electric revenue bonds is financially dangerous 
and unsound. In contrast the Hoover Commission specifically recommended 
that these Federal power operations be put on a revenue bond basis, and further- 
more the chamber has been endorsing the Hoover Commission reports, Ac- 
tually, the market has been highly receptive to electric revenue bonds as witness 
the sale of the St. Lawrence issue of $338 million; Rocky Reach Dam, $250 
million; Priest Rapids Dam, $166 million; and Pacific Northwest experience 
in issuing smaller amounts aggregating over $500 million. While the bonds of 
the Corporation are not to be sold in the open market but are to be purchased 
by the U.S. Treasury, the bonds should and would meet the fullest. tests of 
security and soundness. 

The chamber claims the Corporation “patterned after TVA, would destroy 
local initiative.” We wish the chamber would worry less about the condition 
of our moral fiber and spend more time studying the moral fiber of its own 
members. The Corporation is not patterned after TVA. It is primarily and 
simply an application of the Government Corporation Control Act to the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. The effect of BPA operations has been to 
strengthen rather than weaken local government and initiative in the Pacific 
Northwest. The Northwest Public Power Association, comprising 105 local 
electric systems, has one of its fundamental purposes to safeguard the prin- 
ciples of home rule. We ask the chamber not to shed its tears for us. 

The chamber charges that Federal power is subsidized. This is false. 

The chamber urges adoption of the Columbia interstate compact. The com- 
pact is dead. It was a bad compact anyway and was vigorously opposed by 
our association. 

The chamber refers to Federal investments as expenditures. They are more 
realistically self-liquidating, revenue-producing investments which also create 
many indirect benefits and reduce the burden on Federal taxpayers. 

The chamber claims such Federal investments are based on the use of Federal 
tax funds. This is not true. The source of these investment funds is the 
issuance of bonds and for that reason the Federal power marketing agency 
must pay interest and amortization on the bonds. 

The chamber admonishes us to depend on “local utilities” for power supply, 
meaning primarily private utilities. Local utilities were not able to finance 
or build the Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Hungry Horse, and similar dams and 
could not have borrowed money at the low interest rates available to the 
Federal Government. 

The key dams of the future will be even more challenging. These are the 
costly upstream storage dams. There will be plenty of dams left for building 
by local utilities both private and public. The role of the Corporation is to 
build the most difficult and challenging dams, primarily the ones that would 
otherwise not get built. 

Finally, the chamber charges that the Corporation would result in “destruc- 
tive competition with private enterprise meaning private utilities.” This is 
false. BPA power has bailed out the private utilities in the Pacific Northwest 
and has helped put them back on their feet. They have never had it so good. 

Our analysis shows that the chamber’s position is one of self-service for the 
private monopoly corporations. Its arguments are bankrupts. By testifying 
against sound development of water resources the chamber loses stature. 


AGC TESTIMONY ON 8. 3114 


The Associated General Contractors of America (pp. 393-394) opposed S8. 
3114 on the grounds of being similar to TVA. 

Contractors play an essential role in the building of America. They are a 
stimulating and vigorous part of the private free enterprise sector of our dual 
economy. 

Their real reason for opposition to TVA is TVA’s use of force account rather 
than the use of contractors as is done by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation. Former Chairman Lilienthal in 1946 testified that TVA’s 
force-account procedure saved about 15 percent on construction costs. 

Neither S. 3114 nor the revised bill proposes to follow the TVA force-account 
procedure. Instead the revised bill makes it more clear that the Corps of 
Mngineers and the Bureau of Reclamation will continue to be in charge of such 
construction. 
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However, it may be that the Corporation will be interested in the cost of 
the dams and will protest the type of extravagance which occurred in the cases 
i of the Detroit and McNary Dams, to mention but two, where untold millions 
i of dollars were wasted. In contrast the Corps of Engineers has done a credit- 

able job in controlling the costs of the Chief Joseph Dam and the Dalles Dam. 

Two changes in future engineering of dams should result in more economical 
construction: (1) The greater use of rock fill dams, and (2) in the case of 
concrete dams the use of less concrete. Even the Russian engineers who re- 
cently visited the Pacific Northwest immediately commented that our dams 
contained too much concrete. 

We think the AGC fears are unfounded. Public and cooperative power 
systems are among the strongest advocates of private free enterprise and 


competition. 
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IS CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL INSURED? 
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The revised bill provides for adequate control by Congress. This control is 
a two-way street from our point of view. We may want to go to Congress in the 
event the officials of the Corporation become bureaucratic. On the other hand 
4 we want the Corporation to have the reasonable flexibility needed to do a sound 
iy businesslike job of running a power business. 
| Such control is provided by the Government Corporation Control Act which 

is adopted in toto. The submission of an advance program and the review of 
the cost allocations are additional points of review. The authorization of dams 
remains in the Congress. Congress retains direct control over appropriations 
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for the nonreimbursable nonpower aspects of dams in addition to the annual 
review of the Corporation’s capital budget provided by the Government Cor- i 
poration Control Act. 
e Further control is provided by both the President and the Congress over the 
appointment of directors with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
: A new feature is the provision that each member of the Pacific Northwest 


| 
| 


delegation in Congress may appoint one member of the advisory council as an 
additional means for facilitating close communication and understanding. 

In addition to these direct methods of control by Congress the revised bill 
provides for indirect methods through the advisory council and provisions for 
hearings, publication of reports and disclosure of contracts and agreements 
which are essential for the formulation of citizens’ opinions for transmittal to 
Congress. 

Thus we consider that the bill provides adequate control by Congress. 


j RETENTION OF ANTIMONOPOLY CLAUSE 


The committee print of November 21, 1958, retains in full force the anti- 
; monopoly clause of section 4 and the withdrawal clause of section 5 of the Bonne- 
ville Project Act of 1937. 

There has been some fear that the new public utility responsibility clause and 
its attendant insufficiency clause might have the effect of abridging the anti- 
monopoly clause. 

Careful inspection of sections 2(a) and 4(a) of the Bonneville Act indicates 
that the act is already committed “to prevent the monopolization thereof by 
limited groups.” It is already committed to “the benefit of the general public, and 
particularly of domestic and rural consumers.” The new and additional word- 
; ing of the insufficiency clause fits in well with the existing law and will be com- 
pletely harmonious and compatible therewith. 

The antimonopoly clause has been a field of special study for me. 

On July 20-21, 1956, I participated in the first annual Water Resources Con- 
ference at Montana State University as one of a team of three defending the 
antimonopoly clause against an opposing group of three attorneys who took the 
private power view. The research work incident to this conference included the 
production of a bibliography on the antimonopoly clause which has been published 
in the conference report. This report is referenced at the bottom of page 120 of 
the previous hearings. 

This and other studies leads me to view the antimonopoly clause as a 
fundamentally sound principle which requires no apology or compromise. It 
should be vigorously and militantly enforced. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 


Aside from minor refinements and editorial polishing we think the bill is 
ready for putting in smooth form for presentation to the Pacific Northwest 
delegation in Congress and for introduction by them. 

Bearing in mind that the work started on this bill in 1954 it is hoped that 
the committee will understand our desire to see the bill vrought to early 
public hearings soon after the smooth bill is introduced early in 1959. It 
would be our hope that the Senate might consider the bill in 1959 and that 
action might follow in the House of Representatives in 1960. 

It would be a fine law. It would be a fine law. It would be of large benefit 
both to the Pacific Northwest and to the Nation. Its enactment would be in 
the best public interest. 


ExHrsit 1 


[The Pacific Northwest Public Power Bulletin] 


ADDITIONAL Hypro POTENTIAL DISCOVERED—TABLES COMPARE OLD, NEW 
DOcUMENTS 


FPO FINDS MORE KILOWATTS AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT 


The U.S. Government has found that this Nation’s rivers hold much more 
potential hydroelectric power than formerly realized. 

A new Federal Power Commission report on power resources lists 7,600,000 
more kilowatts of developed and undeveloped hydro resources than did a similar 
FPC report of 4 years before. 

More power is the theme of the report—more power installed and more power 
potential waiting. 

The long-awaited document is entitled “Hydroelectric Power Resources of 
the United States—Developed and Undeveloped—January 1, 1957.” The 196- 
page booklet is available for $1.25 from the FPC. 

Developed waterpower increased from 21.5 to 26.5 million kilowatts, 
undeveloped waterpower increased from 88 to 90.6 million kilowatts, and the 
total developed and undeveloped sum increased from 109.5 to 117.1 million 
kilowatts. This is a 7.6 million kilowatt net increase—the equivalent of 15 
Bonneville Dams. 

SOME STATES DOWN 


Across the country, 19 States are shown with 1,635,000 kilowatts in losses, 
largely due to private utility underdevelopment. Eight other States show 
no change. The remaining 21 States show increases of 9,235,000 kilowatts. 

Washington State, where public pressure is perhaps strongest in insisting 
on full development and conservation of water resources, reflects the greatest 
increase—a gain of 3.4 million kilowatts from the old figure of 19.5 million 
to the new report figure of 22.9 million kilowatts. The increase is the equiva- 
lent of seven Bonneville Dams. 

Oregon, New York, and California gained over a million kilowats each. 


COLUMBIA FIGURES GIVEN 


On the Columbia River, the report shows installed capacity increased from 
8.95 to 6.12 million kilowatts, and potential jumped from 30.22 to 31.58 million 
kilowatts—a total net gain of 3.53 million kilowatts. The total developed and 
undeveloped sum for the Columbia River was raised from 34.17 million to 
37.70 million kilowatts in the new report. 

The report shows the Nation’s hydroelectric resources to be 23 percent devel- 
oped as compared to 20 percent 4 years before. The Columbia is shown as 16 
percent developed as compared to 12 percent 4 years before. 

The relative stature of the Columbia, developed and undeveloped, has grown 
as a part of the Nation’s total, rising from 31.2 percent to 32.2 percent. Includ- 
ing eastern Montana and the coastal streams, the four Pacific Northwest States 
represent 40 percent of the Nation’s hydro resources. 


SOME SITES DELETED 


The gain for the Columbia is not an unmixed blessing. While the State of 
Maine appears to have had the greatest net loss of 235,404 kilowatts, the FPC 








shows total minus signs for the Columbia of 1,663,000 kilowatts. The loss of 


Sass 


t Kooskia Dam in the Snake River Basin accounts for about 180,000 kilowatts. 
i Biggest setbacks are predicted by FPC in the Clark Fork River with a 708,000 
i kilowatt net loss at Paradise Dam, which the report eliminated in favor of Mon- 
i tana Power Co.’s small Buffalo Rapids Dam. 

The fact that FPC lists the puny Buffalo Rapids Dam over the Army’s pro- 
posed Paradise Dam or the alternative Knowles Dam raises a question of FPC 
prejudice. 

Major upgrading in the Columbia River Basin is shown for John Day Dam, 
raised from 1,530,000 to 2,174,000 kilowatts, a gain of 644,000 kilowatts ; McNary 
Dam, up 426,000 kilowatts; Priest Rapids-Wanapum, adding 750,000 kilowatts; 
six lower Snake projects, raised from 1,755,000 to 2,800,000 kilowatts, a gain of 
1,025,000 kilowatts; and Nez Perce, raised from 1,750,000 kilowatts to 2,128,000 
kilowatts, a gain of 378,000 kilowatts despite a reduction in head from 615 to 598 

. feet. 


ADDITIONS NOT SHOWN 


The report does not include the third and fourth powerhouses or the proposed 
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43-foot addition to the height of Grand Coulee Dam, which would add over 2 


million kilowatts, nor the second powerhouse at Bonneville Dam, which would 
add 500,000 kilowatts. 

These examples indicate that future FPC reports on hydro potential may 
exceed 40 million kilowatts for the Columbia River. 

Ultimate construction of the Hells Canyon high dam and the Nez Perce Dam 
would total 4 million kilowatts, a gain of 200,000 kilowatts at these two sites. 

Alaska was omitted from the FPC report. However, the Army has recently 
reported a potential of 18 million kilowatts, as compared with a Bureau of Recla- 
mation reconnaissance of 10 years ago which showed only 8.25 million kilowatts. 


ee Ga nee ae 


eae 


Developed and undeveloped hydroelectric power, Columbia River Basin, as of 
Jan. 1, 1957, showing change in total since Jan. 1, 1953 
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F {In thousands of kilowatts] 

y Tributaries Unde- | De-_ | Total | Increases | Decreases 

: veloped | veloped 

kh dd hh salient 

iy SN i cnnnancenenceee honee~ = ee | 15 0 15 15 0 

i SE SEO cetunademanedicnene sp ipgpenisedosenomeneut 1, 263 0 1, 263 0 0 

4 in er nicoahne Nab ereineahSeegenn~s orn os 734 199 933 349 0 

i Willamette River-...---- a PILI 55S TE TSE 1, 143 394 1, 537 113 0 

q omnomed: Rigi ind ass - pha 2-4 sea crids ener ger 0 1 1 0 0 

; Sandy River ---..-.- sea a de ante le mie ae 100 21 121 | 33 0 

ia ee ie watacpmieccnenassse | 27 0 27 27 0 

White Salmon River. _-.-.-- AUUIAG. 25. 0sdseed 58 10 68 0 0 
ATA 8 ose lise - - payee emanige-opas-ous- dine 118 0 118 0 0 
ee inetd ent ee onc seerenupy cary 0 6 6 0 0 i 
Deschutes River_......-.---.--...-.- th eB nm tye 763 7 77 0 41 i 
ts Bey Mave... 225 sais is --...s pilieb dnd 0 | 1 i 0 0 i 
EEE wiSabtitaccebadensicideseccsbecses} 0 | 1 1 0 0 
i ener atesaesmnnascexennnenees| th 164 | 434 12, 588 1, 928 182 

Vokionh Mi¥er-2...0-0s0-Hoo221 197 23 220 0 0 

: IE don cces becebecnonteennnsnnpnences 415 | 2 417 98 0 

i: YS cama eee ainda 6 | 0 | 6 | 0 0 
I isi cond 5a dee ieeneseecs awetins cocacwnn 85 48 | 133 | 0 0 
ES Eee 89 | 3 | 92 | 0 0 
Spokane River. -..-.-.------ Pdughatbivsavesccbeisede 275 | 147 422 0 0 
Kettle River ...........-.- p dbziach bk weuksisssh Leisse 44 0 44 0 0 
Big. Sheen Cneek.. . <.---<- 00nd >---2en--nepnd---- = 6 | 0 6 0 0 
Colville River_-.-...-.- ce Either nN ce tele igs ioe eee al 0 1 |} 1 0 0 
Clark Fork River _----- SAT RO. 2 2, 498 | 805 | 3, 308 232 1, 440 
Kootenai River main stem dams_----...---..---- — 1, 349 | 7 1, 356 210 0 
Bonneville Dam---...-...---- elit enseig he ties tin 0 | 22 522 0 0 
EY 0a anos nod ann erhe seme apor 1, 749 0 1,749 249 0 
John Day Dam_..._-.-.------------- 2. cottO. | 2,714] 0} 2,714 644 0 
McNary Dam.._.-.-..--- wn pan Roh EG 4 pen | 560 | 846 1, 406 426 0 ' 
Richland Dam. -.-.-- a a sl een eae 515 | 0 | 515 | 0 0 
Priest Rapids Dam...........-.......... sre | 1, 200 | 0| 1,200 375 0 
Cements WM 5205 oso. ski | 1,340 0} 1,140 375 0 
a ee ae eee Fae ae 41 | 208 249 54 0 
ED REIN dna cms pe nhoren -snateihie n aeen- 9% 990 | 0 990 80 0 | 
Wells Dam__........---- sparnrenenaninaneateeess ose 888 | 0 5x8 | 0 0 
ee WRN. die el 453 | 1,733 | 5 0 
Grend Ooulee Dani. ..;.........-...-- sqnesess = 0} 1,974 1, 974 | 0 0 

TOtal..-----e---ny---nn-n-nnnepannn-nneoe-noz--|_ 91,575 | 6,123) 37,690) 5,213 | 1, 663 





Nore.—Net gain 3,550, 
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"i Development of hydro resources 
| 
} {In millions of kilowatts] 
| Jan. 1, 1953 | Jan. i, 1957 
. UNITED STATES 
j Undeveloped. .__---- wterlde ‘ 5 ; 88.0 90. 6 
" Developed. .-.....-----. as o«y aaahial igi he bien 21.5 26. 5 
F i Total.- 7 ‘ 12 seat d Avsbs 109. 5 117.1 
, ' Percent developed... -..----.-- j = ’ | 20 24 
) NORTH PACIFIC DRAINAGE ay ees 
j 
3 Undeveloped-........--.-------..-.- Leroy: otk. tH) 33. 99 35. 63 
DONO OR 5 — 960 6+ - ewe b--poensen fan game manny) | -eeepnigae ~ test be 4. 86 7.41 
WE chab vboncteh dakvos< ates oesenssasneeaet Re ‘ ‘ 38. 85 43. 05 
' Percent developed.....--..-------- S245. beads Xig ised 13 | 17 
—————SESS-].§§§ § SESS 
) COLUMBIA RIVER 
Undeveloped......... cae OG bevel 30. 22 31. 58 
DOVONIPIOG.. Soc scneddbacces ee ah / ie 3. 95 6. 12 
WER cbs ddéuasdade : 34. 17 37.7 
Percent developed.........-.---- a ‘ 12 16 
| —————S— _———E—EeEEESS 
IDAHO | 
Undeveloped (139 sites) _ _ - 8.10 7.96 
Developed (44 sites)......- ‘ws ws ‘ . 64 .78 
Total... : 8.7: 8,74 
Percent developed... --- Cees | 7 9 
MONTANA TY - ah ah 
Undeveloped (72 sites). ......-.....-.--.--..-- é ‘ i nul 6. 31 5.80 
Developed (19 sites) . ' . ams yes obes . -| . 60 . 85 
Total VERON © .| 6. 92 6. 65 
i Percent developed--- : 9 13 
» OREGON oe 
Undeveloped (191 sites) | 6. 46 6. 29 
Developed (59 sites) ..........--. wine ‘ . 82 2.04 
Total... - a ea 7. 28 8. 34 
Percent developed_.---- 7 11 25 


WASHINGTON 


Undeveleped (237 sites) bv 16. 25 18. 72 
Developed (46 sites) --. Jat 3. 20 4.19 

Total ; 19. 45 22. 92 
Percent developed... . 16 18 


FOUR NORTHWESTERN STATES 








Undeveloped (639 sites) - : 37. 12 38.77 
Developed (168 sites) -. S¢R- dsc | 5. 26 7. 86 

Total ; 42. 38 46. 65 
Percent developed | 12.4 16.9 


EKXxIBiTt 2 
REGIONAL CORPORATION ATTACK ANALYZED 


COMMON SOURCE OF FUNDS NOTED AMONG GROUPS 


Many arguments in opposition to the proposal of a regional Federal Corpora- 
tion to coordinate future power generation projects and wholesale Federal 
power in the Northwest have a very similar ring. As we analyze adverse 
propaganda and its sources, we find more is similar than just the words. Many 
of the most vocal antiregional corporation groups have one thing in common— 
they receive financial support from privately owned electric companies which 
are firmly lined up to squash the regional corporation idea. 


ee ee eee ee ee a ee Se eee a ae ae ae ee ee eee ee eee 





~— 


Characterized by halftruths, distortion of facts, and outright falsehoods de- 
signed to discredit any program for public development of water resources, 
a steady barrage of private utility propaganda mislabeled “information” has 
| been eminating from the Portland, Oregon headquarters of the Pacific North- 
FY west Development Association. 

/ | In recent months, the attention of this private utility front organization 
q has been focused upon the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 
i 
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Marked by persistent reference to the regional corporation as a “valley author- 
i fi ity,” which it is not, the Pacific Northwest Development Association is conduct- 
| ing a scare campaign which threatens loss of individual rights and eventual 
qd complete socialism if the regional corporation is created. 


qd CONTRIBUTIONS HEAVY 


; While the Pacific Northwest Development Association proclaims its stand 
a for private enterprise and group initiative as a panacea for any ills which 
; beset the region, it neglects to declare that this stand is supported by thousands 
|. of dollars in contributions from privately owned electric companies. 
| Without going outside the Northwest Public Power Association office, we 
BE find records which show Pacific Power & Light Co. subsidized the Pacific North- 

i west Development Association to the tune of $30,860 from 1947 through 1958, 
excluding the year 1955 for which we have no record in the office. 

P.P. & L.’s share the last 3 years has been $3,000 per year, but the ante reached 
$5,000 in 1950 when the Pacific Northwest Development Association turned its 
big guns on the CVA proposal. 

Bk COMPANIES DONATE 


7. In 1957, the Pacific Northwest’s six major private power corporations chipped 
Ei in a total of $13,000 to maintain the Pacific Northwest Development Association. 
3 They contributed the same in 1956. 
Their share each of those two years was: P.P. & L., $3,000; Portland General 
Electric, $3,000; California-Oregon Power Co., $2,500; Puget Sound Power & 
Light, $2,000; Washington Water Power, $2,000, and Idaho Power Co., $500. 
All figures were taken from annual reports and budgets of the private com- 
panies, which list thousands of dollars annually in various contributions and 
memberships. 
TECHNIQUES LISTED 


What are the propaganda techniques of the Pacific Northwest Development 
Association? One is to quote statements from other organizations or publica- 
tions which are also financed by private utility company contributions. This 
weaves a neat interlace of propaganda which gives the false impression of 
coming from several different sources. 

For example, the November 1958 bulletin of the Pacific Northwest Develop- 
ment Association calls attention to the Washington State Reclamation Associa- 
q tion’s opposition to the regional corporation. The reclamation group has for 
" many years pioneered and advanced sound reclamation development in the State 

of Washington and has also cooperated with, and helped develop, the program 
of the National Reclamation Association. 

Again using only the documents which are readily available at hand, we see 

that Pacific Power & Light Co. contributed $500 to the Washington State 
Reclamation Association in 1956 and again in 1957, and budgeted a like figure 
for 1958. Puget Sound Power & Light listed a $520 contribution in 1957. 


FIGURES BUDGETED 


The National Reclamation Association was budgeted for $250 from P.P. & L. 
in 1957, and $250 each year from Portland General Electric in 1957 and 1958. 

Still another group, the Oregon Reclamation Congress, was cited in the Sep- 
tember 1958 bulletin of the Pacific Northwest Development Association as 
another grassroots group (which) supports sound development and opposes S. 
3114. This grassroots group was on P.P. & L’s 1958 budget for a $250 subsidy. 

An Idaho State Reclamation Association resolution opposing the regional 
corporation accompanied PNDA’s July Bulletin. No mention was made of the 
fact that Idaho Power Co. gave the State reclamation group $450 in 1956, an- 
other $450 in 1957, and budgeted a $450 in 1958. Washington Water Power 
also reported a $450 subsidy to the Idaho State Reclamation Association in 
1956. 
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SUPPORT CLARIFIED 


Incidentally, supporting a reclamation association does not necessarily mean 
supporting irrigation. While the Northwest Public Power Association does not 
support these so-called reclamation associations, its strong stand in favor of 
irrigation and reclamation is a matter of record. 

This technique goes on and on. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is repeatedly 
quoted by the PNDA, with portions of U.S. Chamber of Commerce publications 
often reproduced. 

Well, here we go again. Let’s pick 1957, and we will see U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce membership dues as follows: 

P.P. & L, $1,750; P.S.P. & L., $1,100; P.G.EB., $1,000; C.O.P.C., $1,000; 
W.W.P., $800; and I1.P.C., $300. 


“REVIEW” GETS FUNDS 


Another publication frequently quoted is Industrial News Review, an in- 
sidious propaganda leaflet turned from the mill of E. Hofer & Sons in Port- 
land. P.P. & L. and P.G.E. combined to pay the Hofer firm $1,300 each year 
in 1956 and 1957. 

The aforementioned figures are by no means complete, nor did they come 
from any exhaustive research. They merely came from material which hap- 
pened to be readily available at hand in the NWPPA office. They are offered 
only as an indication of the depth to which private utility influence penetrates 
in this interchange of propaganda. 

Repeated use of the title authority in an attempt to convey the impression 
that the regional corporation would have more jurisdiction than is the case, 
is another of the PNDA babits. Early issues of the PNDA Bulletin proclaimed 
the regional corporation bill a “new CVA proposal” and “the new CVA Dill.” 
This has mellowed in recent months to the tag of “Columbia Valley Develop- 
ment Corporate Authority.” 

COMPARISON FAULTY 


The PNDA also makes repeated comparison of the regional corporation 
proposal with the Tennessee Valley Authority, citing private power arguments 
against TVA as reasons why the regional corporation would in no way approach 
the comprehensiveness of TVA. 

The PNDA paints the proposed regional corporation as a ruthless usurper of 
water rights; a means of taking over water resources conservation and develop- 
ment work of State and other Federal agencies; a potential “mammoth Federal 
centrally controlled public power empire” which would crowd private power 
companies out of existence; a threat of eventual nationalization of the power 
industry and other industry; a precedent for other authorities, and a dominant 
influence on the entire economy and political life of the region. 

These allegations are false. They are scare stories designed to create an 
illusion that the regional corporation proposal is a spectre haunting the rights 
of Pacific Northwest citizens—a spectre which can only be dispelled by the 
simon-pure light of the Wall Street crowd. 


EXPOSE DESERVED 


The Pacific Northwest Development Association, and others of its ilk, deserves 
to be exposed as the front organization that it is—parroting the line of private 
utility propaganda which comes from the same source as does its finances. 

If circumstances remain true to form, the front organization technique has 
by no means expended its usefulness to those who would destroy the regional 
corporation. Even as this story was being written, we received information 
that a new front organization was in the making—sort of a “front organization 
of front organizations” once more removed from the initial source in an attempt 
to fraudulently wear the grassroots mantle. 
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ExnHIsiT 3 
WHEN Is AN IRRIGATOR NoT AN IRRIGATOR? 
By Gus Norwood 


Public irrigation and public power go together. 

The battle for Grand Coulee Dam and the million-acre Columbia Basin irriga- 
tion project was a joint effort and a joint victory for public irrigation and 
public power. This victory was a turning point in Northwest economic history. 

Public power people support irrigation both politically and financially. The 
resolutions of the Northwest Public Power Association are evidence of this 
support. The low irrigation rates offered by PUD’s and rural electric co-ops 
especially encourage sprinkler irrigation. But most important, the power rates 
include the considerable subsidy which makes the irrigation possible. 

The cost of Grand Coulee kilowatt-hours is increased 57 percent from 0.63 
mills to 0.99 mills, the extra 0.36 mills being the subsidy for irrigation. Addi- 
tionally, most of the huge irrigation investment of about a half billion dollars 
in the Columbia Basin irrigation project is scheduled for repayment from power 
revenues after the power investment is paid out around 1977. From then until 
2022 most of Grand Coulee revenues will repay irrigation investment. This is a 
much greater tax or payment in lieu of taxes than is paid by any private utility. 

The teamwork between public irrigation and public power has been disrupted 
by the big money political interference of private utilities in capturing and 
controlling certain, but not all, reclamation associations. 

However, the State of Washington has two very different associations in this 
field. 

The Washington State Reclamation Association met in Yakima recently and 
after listening to an impassioned plea from Pacific Power & Light Co. attorney 
Hugh Smith, adopted a resolution in opposition to the regional corporation bill. 

Several days later one of the private utility friends took the resolution to the 
Kennewick meeting of the State Association of Washington Irrigation Districts. 
Again he tried to railroad the resolution through. 

He was stopped by the vigilance of Mr. Dick Hendrick, of Omak. 

There is all the difference in the world between a genuine public irrigation 
association such as the State Association of Washington Irrigation Districts and 
the private utility controlled Washington State Reclamation Association. 

The financial contributions of the private utilities to the Washington State 
Reclamation Association are a matter of public record, but the public generally 
doesn’t see the record. Obviously, who pays the piper calls the tune. 


NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, VANCOUVER, WASH. 


(For release Thursday, Oct. 2) 


DENVER, CoLo., October 2.—Creation of a Federal Department of Natural Re- 
sources was recommended to delegates attending the closing session of the 
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Conference here today. 

Chief function of the Department would be to carry out a hundred billion dol- 
lar conservation investment program during the next 50 years, recommended 
Gus Norwood, Vancouver, Wash., who is executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association. 

The new Department would take the place of the Interior Department and con- 
solidate existing farflung Federal conservation programs under one administra- 
tive roof, Norwood declared. 

Additional recommendations made by Norwood called for Congress to adopt 
a capital budget, prepare an inventory of the Nation’s long-range conservation 
needs, and adopt more liberal criteria for evaluating the economic benefits of 
conservation investment. 

Norwood listed 12 factors which should expand economic horizons for conser- 
vation investment. These factors so far have been either omitted or under- 
stated in conservation planning, he said. 

Based on Columbia River experience, these expansion factors are: Upstream 
storage, greater power output, increased value of power, electrical integration 
benefits, multiple-purpose benefits, longer economic service life, leverage of 
low interest rates, goal of full development, inclusion of indirect benefits, infla- 
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tionary effects, speculative rise in land and resources values, and fiscal-policy 
benefits. 

Building high Hells Canyon Dam, for instance, would provide benefits enough 
to pay for the three small private dams, for the high dam with interest, and at 
the end of the first 100 years accumulate a billion dollar profit in the Federal 
treasury, Norwood told the conference. 


CONSERVATION’S $100 BILLION CHALLENGE 


Address to Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Conference, October 2, 1958, at 
Denver, By Gus Norwood, Executive Secretary, Northwest Public Power 
Association 


The challenge we face is how to achieve the greatest good for the greatest 
number. By this measure we judge the stewardship of our public natural 
resources. 

The thought behind this ideal originated a century before Theodore Roosevelt 
became President. Fairminded persons have for centuries attempted to apply 
this principle, like the Golden Rule, to the affairs of men. 

The words themselves came into use early in the 19th century when a very 
fine Englishman, Jeremy Bentham, adopted them as his standard. His inquiring 
mind was shocked at the legal abuses of his time, and he surveyed existing 
institutions to see if they served the greatest good for the greatest number. 
He thus became the founder of the philisophical school of utilitarians. 

When you and I define conservation as the wise use or utilization of natural 
resources, we too are utilitarians. 

As utilitarians it disturbs us to see 5 million people unemployed. ‘This is 
waste of human talents. As utilitarians it disturbs us to see the devastation 
of soil by erosion, the destruction of property and loss of life by floods and the 
loss of hydroelectric power in the uncontrolled and unharnessed rivers. Here 
is multiple waste of human resources and natural resources. The challenge is 
to apply our human talents to utilize the natural resources and thus convert these 
multiple wastes into multiple uses. We know where we want to go. How do 
we get there? 

Let us relax a bit this afternoon by playing a game. The name of this game 
is banking. However, we will not borrow and lend the money of others as 
bankers do, but instead we will use our own money. As citizens of the United 
States you and I make up the credit of the Government. We are the ultimate 
bankers. 

As citizens of the United States we play yet another role. Weare the owners 
of the public natural resources. This is our commonwealth. 

In our dual role of proprietary owners and bankers we want to invest our 
money wisely to achieve the best use of the natural resources. Taking a page 
from the book of the bankers we prepare a prospectus telling who we are, what 
excellent management we have and why investing in conservation is a good 
business proposition. 

In this prospectus our imaginary conversation begins with the question, How 
much money is needed? The answer cannot be found in Government reports. 
However, the Twentieth Century Fund in 1955 published a study on “America’s 
Needs and Resources” which shows that we need $103 billion of invest- 
ment in the next 50 years to develop just our land, forest, and water resources, 
and of this total we need $80 billion for water resources alone. The study in- 
dicates we should invest $2.6 billion a year the next 20 years and then taper 
down to uvuut a billion dollars a year early in the 21st century. Comparing 
our present rate of conservativa investment we find that the Twentieth Century 
Fund study is asking us to double our investment rate. 

This obviously is a modest and conservative goal. A partial check is pro- 
vided by Major General Bragdon of the White House staff who told the Amer- 
ican Public Works Association last June that we have a shelf of State and local 
public works totaling $204 billion waiting to be built of which $92 billion is for 
roads, $42 billion for educational facilities, $24 billion for sewers and water- 
works. 

General Bragdon stated that in 1957 we invested $14.5 billion in public works 
of which the Federal share was $4.5 billion or about 30 percent. This $14.5 
billion is a mere 3.3 percent of our gross national product. It is rumored the 
Russians are plowing back 6 percent of their gross national product into produc- 
tive public works. 
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General Bragdon urged that we at least double our public works investment. 
During the past 42 years he stated that we managed to meet the annual cur- 
rent need in only 4 years. On average we are building only 42 percent of the 
projects needed. 

He shows further that in the past 20 years our civil public works have not 
been keeping up with the other indexes of national growth. While public works 
increased 258 percent as against 20 years ago, gross national product rose 393 
percent, production of durable goods 466 percent and new investment in plant 
and equipment 640 percent. Public works is seriously lagging. 

General Bragdon makes an interesting point against the idea that public 
works investment should be stepped up as an antidepression measure. Jie 
points out that we need do no more than merely build at the rate of need. That 
in itself would represent more than a doubling of our present rate of public 
works investment. 

Inherent in the general’s speech, at least in my view, is the fact that our 
national economy is not merely a one-sided private-investment-only economy, 
but is a dual economy. Our axle of progress has two wheels, the wheel of 
private investment and the wheel of public investment. If one wheel is missing 
we make no progress. If the wheels are not properly matched as to size, we 
merely go around in circles. We need both kinds of investment to make 
maximum progress. 

Now that we know how much money is needed, our prospectus must explain 
why. Some benefits, of course, are obvious, but skipping over these, we are 
here especially concerned with those benefits of conservation investment which 
are not so obvious. Many benefits are understated. We can raise our sights. 
The prospectus of conservation investment is in fact highly attractive because 
of the expanding economic horizons of conservation. 

Using the Columbia River for purposes of illustration we can identify 12 
factors which make for an expanding economic horizon. Each of these 12 
points holds a promise that the benefits from conservation investment will 
increase. 

The first factor is that “upstream storage” is the key to the control and fullest 
development of the water resources. 

Physically the Columbia River is very large, the annual watercrop being 
equal to that of 5 Missouri Rivers or 10 Colorado Rivers. Only the Mississippi 
River has a greater flow of water. But the Columbia is extremely erratic. Its 
greatest flood reached 35 times the record minimum flow. In contrast to this 
extreme flow of 35 to 1, the St. Lawrence River had never had a maximum flow 
that was as great as twice its record minimum flow. The reason for the steady 
flow of the St. Lawrence is the moderating effect of the upstream storage of the 
Great Lakes. In the Columbia we also need upstream storage to moderate the 
flow. 

The Hungry Horse Dam high in the mountains of Montana is the perfect 
dam for the Columbia River. It provides the upstream storage for catching 
the summer floods and then releasing the water in winter when the river would 
otherwise be low and when power need is greatest. The Hungry Horse Reser- 
voir swallows the floods. It makes good water out of bad water. 

Hungry Horse Dam fits well the idea which President Theodore Roosevelt ex- 
pressed in his 1901 message to Congress in these words: 

“The forests alone cannot, however, fully regulate and conserve the waters 
of the arid region. Great storage works are necessary to equalize the flow 
of streams and to save the flood waters. Their construction has been conclusively 
shown to be an undertaking too vast for private effort. Nor can it be best 
accomplished by the individual States acting alone. These irrigation works 
should be built by the National Government.” 

Upstream storage is the first factor in expanding the economic horizons of 
water conservation. Upstream storage is the key to controlling the river. 

The second factor which makes our prospectus more attractive is “more 
power”. We can install more dams along the river, and we can install more 
generators at each dam, and we can operate those generators more continu- 
ously and with more assurance when there is plenty upstream storage to level 
the flow of the river. This gives more power to do our work. 

A third factor in our expanding horizon is the “greater value of power.” As 
the hydroelectric projects are combined with steam and atomic plants, the 
steamplants are operated to carry the baseload while the hydropower is used 
for peaking purposes, which makes it more valuable. This is how TVA operates 
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and how Los Angeles makes optimum use of power from Hoover Dam. Thus 
as a hydrosystem matures we can look forward to a greater value of power. 

A fourth factor is the “benefits of electrical integration.” The 7,500 miles of 
transmission lines owned and operated by the Bonneville Power Administration 
throughout the Columbia River Basin illustrates the advantage of power pooling. 
It is the giant power idea of Gifford Pinchot and Morris Cooke come true. 
Electrical integration adds over a million kilowatts to the assured load-carrying 
capacity of our system as compared to what the powerplants could do if operated 
on an isolated basis. The advantages of electrical integration are large and 
indisputable. 

These four factors of upstream storage, more power, greater value of power, 
and electrical integration are lifting the horizons of Columbia River development. 
In 1921 e Government study estimated a potential for the Columbia River of 
only 104% million kilowatts. Now the figure is 35 million kilowatts and 50 
million kilowatts is a long-range possibility. Ten years ago Ice Harbor Dam 
was planned for 270,000 kilowatts, now it is under construction with plans for 
ultimately 560,000 kilowatts or more than double the original plans. Many 
other examples exist. 

A fifth area of expansion of the horizon is the ‘‘multiple purpose” idea. The 
building of a dam for one purpose makes other purposes possible. Better 
planning and a more logical and reasonable system of cost allocations will open 
new vistas of multiple-purpose benefits at future water projects. 

Our sixth factor in the expanding economic horizon is one of the most impor- 
tant in this prospectus. The adoption of a longer “economic service life” for 
our dams is long overdue. We are not building Hoover Dam and Grand 
Coulee Dam for a mere 50 years. Unlike the famous “one hoss shay” these will 
not collapse in a cloud of dust when the 50 years repayment period is completed. 
On the contrary these huge concrete monoliths should outlast the pyramids of 
Egypt and the cathedrals of Europe. With silting no problem in the Columbia, 
these dams should last 1,000 years and more. 

China has a dam 4,000 years old. Peru has one 2,400 years old. 

If the Federal Government were to adopt an economic service life of 150 
years as compared to the present 50-year method, the benefit-cost ratio would 
jump 2.18 times. Here is a dramatic, yet plain commonsense expansion of 
our economic horizons. Senate Resolution 148 passed earlier this year was a 
step in the right direction. The enactment of the Trimble bill is a much needed 
reform. With one bold stroke we can double the benefit-cost ratio of many 
future conservation projects. 

The use of a longer economic service life also brings into the picture some 
long-range benefits which may not even be apparent during the first 50 years. 
For example, about three-fourths of the power benefits of Hungry Horse Dam 
are achieved at downstream dams, but only 12 of the ultimately 23 downstream 
dams are installed. When all are finished, the system benefits will double. Only 
a long-range investor like the United States can include such future benefits in 
its planning. Also the flood control and navigation and various other benefits 
increase with time. For example, navigation on the Tennessee River has in 
creased 40 times and is still increasing. 

During the Senate hearings on the Hells Canyon Dam and which resulted in 
Senate approval of the Hells Canyon Dam, we testified for a higher benefit-cost 
ratio. Significantly, the Senate committee increased the original Army benefit- 
eost ratio of 1.31 to 2.37. Actually a 5-to-1 ratio appears entirely reasonable. 
A realistic anaylsis shows we can buy all three of the Idaho Power Co. dams 
when completed, salvage the machinery, build the high Hells Canyon Dam and 
at the end of even a more modest 100-year economic-service life, we can have 
a billion-dollar profit lying in the U.S. Treasury. 

The seventh of our dimensions also carries much weight. This is the “leverage 
of low interest rates” in facilitating the economic feasibility of projects, in 
achieving low-cost power and in achieving the fullest development of the potential 
of the resource. 

This can be illustrated by means of the Hungry Horse iceberg. When we look 
over the operating statement for the Hungry Horse Dam we find about 3 million 
dollars a year to cover the costs, but very little of that money is spent at the dam. 

The entire cost of operation, maintenance, and administration at the dam is 
only $290,000 a year. This is 10 percent of the total. Thus when we visit the 
dam and see the operators at the control panels and when we watch the men 
doing the painting and maintenance and in fact all the activity that we can 
see at the dam, we see only the upper 10 percent of the iceberg. 
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The huge 90 percent that is left of the iceberg is underneath. In order to 
see how the other 90 percent is spent we must go to Washington, D.C., where 
once a year, possibly while everyone else is out for coffee, a bookkeeper makes 
an entry of $900,000 for amortization. This repays the U.S. Treasury 
loan over a 50-year period. Next he enters $1,800,000 for interest. Thus in a 
very few minutes he has spent a total of $2,700,000 or 90 percent of the annual 
cost of Hungry Horse Dam, of which 60 percent is interest and 30 percent 
principal. 

Interest is the chief factor in determining the price of power. With interest 
at 24% percent, we can easily figure out by dividing 214 into 60 that each 1 per- 
cent of interest cost causes 24 percent of power cost. The leverage is 24 to 1. 
If we had to pay 3% percent at Hungry Horse Dam, the 1-percent increase in 
interest would require raising power rates by $720,000 a year. 

Hungry Horse Dam was never proposed for private utility construction be- 
«cause the use of traditional private utility financing would have tripled the cost 
of power. The use of Federal financing not only achieved full development of 
the site and a present low power cost, but also opened the door to vast future 
benefits as more downstream dams are constructed. 

Since no banker would have financed Hungry Horse Dam as a private project, 
the project was either going to be built by the United States or not be built at all. 

Hungry Horse Dam well illustrates Abraham Lincoln’s philosophy of govern- 
ment when he says: 

“The legitimate object of government is to do for the people what needs to be 
done, but which they cannot, by individual effort, do at all, or do so well, for 
themselves.” 

Incidentally it has been said that if a private utility had built Hungry Horse 
there would have been considerable tax benefits. Of course, this is fallacy. 
Under private financing there would have been no project and the tax payment 
would have been zero. As it is, the Hungry Horse Dam, while itself not on 
the Flathead County tax rolls, has created much tax base. Flathead County’s 
tax base from 1940 to 1956 has jumped from $35 to $84 million, an increase of 
140 percent. New industries and lower power costs have benefited Montana gen- 
erally while the flood control and the downstream benefits have benefited the 
downstream States. However, the object lesson of this case study in the leverage 
of low interest rates is that with the credit of the U.S. Government the Hungry 
Horse Dam was built, while without that credit it would not exist. 

This is the type of dam which warrants the use of public credit. Furthermore, 
the Columbia River Basin needs 16 Hungry Horse Dams to do the power and 
flood control job. We are 20 percent along the way to the goal and have 80 
percent of the work still ahead of us. 

One twin brother of Hungry Horse Dam is the ill-fated Hells Canyon. There, 
too, about 60 percent of the annual cost would have been for interest. No private 
utility has ever proposed to build either dam. These are the kind of critical 
projects which depend on public financing or they simply will not get built. This 
suggests a lesson which warrants separate identification as one of the new 
horizons of conservation. 

The eighth factor is the goal of full development. It should be our purpose 
to achieve the optimum package of public benefits available from the develop- 
ment of a resource. This was and is the issue in the Hells Canyon case. 

This lesson might be called the Hells Canyon principle and might be stated 
in this way: When the full development of a critical natural resource, such as 
a damsite, cannot be achieved by other financing means, and if the full develop- 
ment can be achieved only by means of the leverage of Federal financing, then 
the Congress should insure such full development by Federal financing. 

Let me restate this. The Hells Canyon principle states that when full develop- 
ment can be achieved only by means of Federal financing, then Federal financing 
should be used. 

The Hells Canyon principle is merely a specialized application of Abraham 
Lincoln’s statement of the legitimate object of government. 

Number 9 in our list of 12 promising factors in the improved economic out- 
look for conservation is the subject of “indirect benefits.” Indirect benefits is a 
little known field of project economics. We know there are considerable side 
effects from these large projects. The Bureau of Reclamation has issued a 
bibliography on the subject of indirect benefits. Irrigation projects best illus- 
trate such benefits because the Bureau often starts with a pure situation where 
it places water on the desert and can then measure all the benefits, both direct 
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and indirect. It has shown cases where indirect benefits have been many 
times the direct benefits. A source in Ontario, Canada, states that the addi- 
tion of a kilowatt of generating capacity ultimately results in a $2,500 increase 
in the wealth of the economy. We do know that the Federal power programs 
in the Tennessee Valley and in the Pacific Northwest have stimulated those 
respective economies so that they now provide a larger percentage of internal 
revenue collections than they did a quarter century ago. As a rule of thumb 
indirect benefits are probably at least as large as direct benefits. Much more 
research is needed in this field. 

Point number 10, which increases the attractiveness of our conservation 
prospectus, is the “inflationary effect” on the future worth of conservation 
investment. This is an obvious point. Grand Coulee Dam cost $190 million 
and is now easily worth $600 million, or three times as much, but for power 
rate purposes it is still on the books at $190 million. At such public enter- 
prises the inflationary effect accrues in favor of the public rather than in favor 
of some outside monopoly. 

The eleventh factor which may legitimately be given consideration by the 
Nation is the speculative rise in land and resources values. Everyone knows 
how Manhattan Island was purchased for $24 worth of trinkets. Today it 
is worth billions of dollars. Some of the increase in values is due to the com- 
pound interest effect. Much is caused by the pressure of people upon resources 
and facilities. The combined effect is what the late American economist Henry 
George calls the speculative advance in land values. 

Future rise in land values should be given consideration in conservation 
investment planning as an argument for making early acquisition of land for 
public projects. The Government especially must take all these long-range 
effects into account. 

The twelfth and last of our expanding economic horizons of conservation 
is the fiscal policy benefits. 

There may be many fiscal policy benefits and they may be different at differ- 
ent times. The goal of full employment is a critical goal in time of depression. 
That creates the opportunity of putting people to work on conservation invest- 
ment projects and in effect paying them at least in part with money that would 
otherwise be paid out as unemployment compensation anyway, with no appreci- 
able benefits to the public as a whole. 

Another fiscal policy benefit may be to check monopoly or to provide a regu- 
lator yardstick or comprehensive factor where a monopoly has gotten out of hand. 

Finally it may be a goal of fiscal policy to throw in a shot of public invest- 
ment as an offset to other changes in the economy in order to maintain the econ- 
omy at a high level of performance. 

This completes our 12 factors in the improved economic outlook for conserva- 
tion investment. Within the limits of our Columbia River experience our citizen 
owner can hand to the citizen banker a glowing prospectus setting forth a full 
dozen attractive reasons why public investment in conservation has not only 
the usual sound justification but in addition has these 12 points of superiority. 

These 12 factors open new vistas. They raise our sights. 

These 12 factors substantially raise our conservation horizons all around. 
They are like the 12 points of the zodiac around the horizon. Let us name 
them: 1, upstream storage; 2, more power; 3, greater revenue from power; 4, 
electric-integration benefits; 5, multiple-purpose benefits; 6, longer economic 
service life; 7, leverage of low interest rates; 8, the full development goal; 9, 
including the indirect benefits; 10, inflationary effect; 11, speculative rise in 
land and resource values; and 12, fiscal policy benefits. 

These 12 factors indicate that the traditional benefit-cost ratios used by 
Congress grossly understate the real benefits of conservation investment. We 
need some drastic reforms in our methods of economic evaluation and in our 
programs for administering and financing conservation. 

Four major steps are recommended for early consideration and action by 
Congress : 

First, since the Government of the United States does not have a long-range 
conservation investment program and must itself rely on such private sources 
as the Twentieth Century Fund for such information, it is recommended that 
Congress order the preparation of a long-range conservation investment program. 

Presumably this will be a program of about $100 billion spread over a 
50-year period and with an initial doubling of our present rate of such public 
investment to a level of about $2.5 billion per year for at least the first 20 years. 








1214 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


Second, Congress should instruct the Council of Economic Advisers Or similar 
agency to institute a long-range investigation of the economic effects direct and 
indirect, present and future, of conservation investment. 

These 12 expanding economic horizons of conservation are suggestive. Con- 
gress should have the economic research done in order to find out what does 
happen when a dam is built. What is the impact on the gross national product? 

The U.S. Senate has already taken exception to the continued use of the Bureau 
of the Budget Circular A-—47, and of the interagency Green Book. But the Con- 
gress does not have adequate information to formulate new guide lines for the 
project planning agencies. 

The problem is rendered even more difficult by the tremendous propaganda 
and lobbying pressure of the private electric monopoly corporations to stop the 
Government of the United States in the field of hydroelectric development, just 
as the huge timber syndicates oppose any expansion of the Forest Service. 

Third, Congress should adopt a capital budget so that the public and the 
Congress can distinguish between long-range capital investment on the one hand 
and on the other hand the current expenses. 

Senator Wayne Morse has introduced a bill for establishment of a capital 
budget. Senators Douglas and Anderson and Magnuson are among those who 
have also advocated this basic reform. This bill should be given early hearings. 

Fourth, Congress should consider the reorganization of the Department of the 
Interior into a Department of Conservation or Natural Resources. 

As long ago as 1937 the Brownlow Committee on Administrative Management 
recommended to President Roosevelt the creation of a Department of Conserva- 
tion and suggested that it have the following functions: 

“To advise the President with regard to the protection and use of the natural 
resources of the Nation and the public domain. To administer the public lands, 
parks, territories, and reservations, and enforce the conservation laws with re- 
gard to public lands and mineral and water resources, except as otherwise 
assigned.” 

Twelve years later in 1949 Commissioners Dean Acheson, James H. Rowe, and 
James K. Pollock, as members of the first Hoover Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government filed a 28-page minority report recom- 
mending conversion of the Interior Department into a Department of Natural 
Resources. Generally they urged that land, forest, and water conservation, 
should come under the same umbrella. 

Congress should promptly take these four steps. Congress should prepare a 
long-range conservation investment plan. It should order research on economie¢ 
effects. It should adopt a capital budget. It should create the Department of 
Natural Resources. These reforms should insure that the Government of the 
United States will provide effective leadership in the achievement of the con- 
servation ideal of the greatest good for the greatest number. 

Thank you. 


AvuGustT 7, 1952. 


ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORATION CONTROL ACT OF 1945 
(Act of December 6, 1945, ch. 57, titles I to IV, 59 Stat. 597, et seq.) 


Section 2 is the declaration of policy that Congress shall bring Government 
corporations under annual scrutiny, and provide current financial control. 

Section 101 contains a list of the wholly owned Government corporations. 
There are some 30 or 40 of these and they include TVA and the Tennessee 
Valley Association Cooperatives, Inc. The largest one of them is the RFC, 
but there are many other corporations of various types, sizes and functions. 

Section 102 covers the preparation of an annual budget program. Each or- 
ganization which comes under this act shall prepare a business-type budget 
annually to be submitted to the President through the Bureau of the Budget 
at such times as the President directs. The President is also given the au- 
thority to designate the date of submission, the form and content, the classi- 
fication of data, and the manner in which such budget programs shall be pre- 
pared and presented. The budget is to be a business-type budget or plan of 
operations, with due allowance given to the need for flexibility, including pro- 
visions for emergencies and contingencies. 

The budget program is to contain estimates of the financial condition and 
operations of the corporation for the current and ensuing fiscal years. It also 
is to contain a statement for the last fiscal year, the statement including in- 
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come and expense, analysis of surplus or deficit, statement of sources and 
application of funds, and such other supplementary statements and informa- 
tion as may be necessary or desirable to make known the financial condition 
of the corporation. The statements also are to be broken down so as to show 
the estimate of operations by the different types of activities carried on, in- 
cluding administrative expense, borrowing, and the amount of Government 
capital which is to be returned to the Treasury during the fiscal year. 

Section 103 provides for the transmission of this budget program to Congress. 
It is to be submitted to Congress covering the operation of each fiscal year 
beginning on July 1. 

Section 104 provides for the consideration of those various programs which 
are submitted to Congress. The various programs submitted by the Pres- 
ident are to be considered by Congress, and if necessary, legislation is to be 
enacted, making available such funds or other financial resources as the Con- 
gress may determine. 

As amended, this section provides that the budget program transmitted by 
the President shall be considered by Congress and legislation shall be enacted 
making the necessary appropriations for the corporations, Such appropria- 
tions shall make available the funds for operating and administrative expense 
and other financial resources. 

The various acts of Congress may also limit the use of these funds as the 
Congress may determine and may provide for the repayment of capital sums 
and the payment of dividends. It is stated that the provisions of this section 
shall not be so construed as to prevent Government corporations from carrying 
out their financing activities as authorized by existing law, nor as affecting the 
provisions of section 831(y) of title 16, which relates to the TVA and its 
return of capital investment to the Treasury of the United States, under a 
specific program of amortization enacted in 1948. 

Section 105 provides that these transactions of the corporation shall be 
audited by the General Accounting Office, according to the same principles 
which are applicable to commercial institutions. ‘The Comptroller General 
of the United States also has control through rules and regulations. There is 
a proviso in this section which enables the TVA to carry out the powers 
reserved to it in section 831h(b) of title 16. Access is given to the General 
Accounting Office of all books of accounts, financial records, reports, files and 
other papers. 

Under section 106, the Comptroller General is to send the audit to the 
Congress not later than January 15, following the close of each fiscal year. 
The report is to set out a statement of assets and liabilities, capital, and 
surplus or deficit, surplus or deficit analysis, income and expense, sources and 
application of funds, and such comments and information as may be deemed 
necessary to keep Congress informed of the operations and financial conditions. 

There is also to be a report of any impairment of capital noted in the audit 
and such recommendations as are to be made as to return of capital to the 
Government. The Comptroller General is also authorized to report any under- 
taking observed in the audit which should have been carried on and made with- 
out authority of law. Copies of the report go to the President, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and the corporation. 

Section 107 covers circumstances in which the corporation is deemed to be 
a Government agency. This provision is made to be within the discretion of 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget with the approval of the President, 
who may designate which of these Government corporations are to be handled 
as if they were Government agencies other than corporations. 

Title II relates to mixed-ownership Government corporations. There are 
only four of these ; they are listed in section 201. 

By section 202, an audit of financial contracts of mixed-ownership Government 
corporations is vested in the General Accounting Office. 

In section 203, it is provided that the audit report for this type of corpora- 
tion is also to be reported to Congress. Section 204 provides that the Presi- 
dent in his annual budget may make any recommendation as to the return 
of capital to the Government by any mixed-ownership corporation. 

There follows the third and last title of the bill, containing a number of 
miscellaneous provisions. 

Section 301(a) provides that the auditing expenses shall be borne out of 
appropriations of the General Accounting Office, and that each corporation shall 
reimburse the GAO for the full cost of any such audit as it may be billed for. 
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Section 301(b) provides for the Comptroller General to employ personnel for 
this matter. 

Section 301(c) provides that the audit which is proposed to be made under 
this act shall be in lieu of any audit required for the purpose of reports to 
Congress or the President under existing law. 

Section 301(d). No funds of any Government corporation shall be used to 
pay the cost of any private audit of the financial records of the offices of the 
corporation. 

Section 302 provides that the banking or checking accounts of all Government 
corporations shall be kept with the Treasurer of the United States, or if the 
Secretary of the Treasury approves, by the Federal Reserve bank or another 
bank designated as the depository. 

These provisions may be waived by the Secretary of the Treasury under such 
conditions as he may determine. Also there is a limitation providing that any 
of these corporations may keep a banking and checking account not in excess 
of $50,000, in any one bank. Several of the corporations are relieved from the 
application of this provision, those corporations being the banks themselves 
of one type and another. 

Section 303(a) provides that the Secretary of the Treasury may approve the 
rates of interest, the terms and conditions, and the method of issuance and sale 
of any bonds, notes or debentures of Government Corporations. 

Section 303(b) provides that Government corporations shall not sell or pur- 
chase obligations of the United States at any one time aggregating in excess of 
$100,000 without the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary 
of the Treasury may waive these requirements. 

Section 303(c). The Secretary of the Treasury may delegate his authority 
under this act to such other persons or employees of any Federal agency as he 
may designate. This is to be done with the concurrence of the head of the 
agency concerned. 

Section 303(d). The provisions of section 867 are not to be applied against 
any mixed-ownership Government corporation which has no Government capital 
outstanding. The provisions of subsections (a) and (b) of this section are 
also not made applicable to certain excepted corporations, these ordinarily being 
the various credit banks. 

Section 304(a) provides that no corporation shall be created, organized, or 
acquired by any agency of the Federal Government or by any Government 
corporation for the purpose of acting as an agency or instrumentality of the 
United States, except by act of Congress or pursuant to act of Congress. 

Section 304(b) provides that no wholly owned Government corporation created 
by or under the laws of States, Territories or political subdivisions thereof 
shall continue as an agency or instrumentality of the United States after 
June 30, 1948, and that no funds of or payments of the United States shall be 
invested in or employed by any such corporation after that date except for 
purposes of liquidation. The proper corporate authority of each such existing 
corporation is required to take necessary steps to institute dissolution or liquida- 
tion proceedings. However, it is also provided that any of these corporations 
may be reincorporated by act of Congress for such purposes and term of exist- 
ence and with such powers and privileges as the act may give to them, the 
new corporation authorized under act of Congress to take over the assets and 
assume the liabilities of the predecessor corporation. 

From the foregoing section-by-section explanation of the Government Cor- 
poration Control Act, it is apparent that the chief objective of this act is to 
impose controls upon the finances and operation of Government corporations. 
It is not designed to free Government corporations from controls. But the 
important consideration is to recall that Congress, having this purpose of im- 
posing additional controls upon Government corporations, passed this act 
which, in certain ways, gives advantages to Government corporations which 
are not enjoyed by other noncorporate Federal agencies. 

The chief of these advantages is the business-type budgeting arrangements. If 
BPA were subject to the Government Corporation Control Act, the major ad- 
vantage which it would gain would be that it would have the right to require 
a submission to Congress by the President of a business-type budget, or plant of 
operations, with due allowance for flexibility, including provision for emergen- 
cies and contingencies. 

The agency would submit annually a business-type budget containing (1) 
estimates of financial conditions of BPA for current and ensuing fiscal years; 
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(2) estimates of operations of BPA for current and ensuing fiscal years; and 
(3) actual condition and results ef operations for the last fiscal year. 

It weuld also submit (1) a statement of the financial conditions; (2) a state- 
ment of its income and expense; (3) an analysis of its surplus or its deficit; and 
(4) a statement of the sources and applications of its funds. 

It would also submit supplementary statements and information which might 
be necessary or desirable to make known its financial conditions and operations. 

This submission would contain a breakdown by which the various estimates 
and statements given would be shown with relation to the major types of 
activity in which it engages. For the immediate budgetary purpose, it would 
submit estimates of (1) administrative expenses; (2) borrowings; and (3) 
amount of Government capital funds which shall be returned to the Treasury 
during the year. 


TEXT OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORATION CONTROL AcT OF 1945 
Pusiic Law 248—79rH CONGRESS 
CHAPTER 557—I1sT SESSION 


H.R. 3660 
AN ACT To provide for financial control of Government corporations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Gov- 
ernment Corporation Control Act”. 

Declaration of Policy: 

SecTION 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress to bring 
Government corporations and their transactions and operations under annual 
scrutiny by the Congress and provide current financial control thereof. 


‘TITLE 1—-WHOLLY OWNED GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS 


Section 101. As used in this Act the term “wholly owned Government cor- 
poration” means the Commodity Credit Corporation; Federal Intermediate 
Credit Banks; Production Credit Corporations; Regional Agricultural Credit 
Corporations; Farmers Home Corporation; Federal Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion; Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation; Federal Surplus Commodities Cor- 
poration; Reconstruction Finance Corporation; Defense Plant Corporation; 
Defense Supplies Corporation; Metals Reserve Company; Rubber Reserve 
Company; War Damage Corporation; Federal National Mortgage Association ; 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Mortgage Company; Disaster Loan 
Corporation; Inland Waterways Corporation; Warrior River Terminal Com- 
pany; The Virgin Islands Company; Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated ; 
United States Spruce Production Corporation; Institute of Inter-American Af- 
fairs; Institute of Inter-American Transportation; Inter-American Educational 
Foundation, Incorporated; Inter-American Navigation Corporation; Prencin- 
radio, Incorporated; Cargoes, Incorporated; Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton; Petroleum Reserves Corporation; Rubber Development Corporation; 
Inited States Commercial Company; Smaller War Plants Corporation; Federal 
Public Housing Authority (or United States Housing Authority) and includ- 
ing public housing projects financed from appropriated funds and operations 
thereof; Defense Homes Corporation; Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation; Home Owners’ Loan Corporation; United States Housing Cor- 
poration; Panama Railroad Company; Tennessee Valley Authority; and Ten- 
nessee Valley Associated Cooperatives, Incorporated. 

Section 102. Each wholly owned Government corporation shall cause to be 
prepared annually a budget program, which shall be submitted to the President 
through the Bureau of the Budget on or before September 15 of each year. The 
Rureau of the Budget, under such rules and regulations as the President may 
establish, is authorized and directed to prescribe the form and content of, and 
the manner in which such budget program shall be prepared and presented. 
The budget program shall be a business-type budget, or plan of operations, 
with due allowance given to the need for flexibility, including provision for 
emergencies and contingencies, in order that the corporation may properly 
earry out its activities as authorized by law. The budget program shall contain 
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estimates of the financial condition and operations of the corporation for the 
current and ensuing fiscal years and the actual condition and results of opera- 
tion for the last completed fiscal year. 

Such budget program shall include a statement of financial condition, a 
statement of income and expense, an analysis of surplus or deficit, a statement 
of sources and application of funds, and such other supplementary statements 
and information as are necessary or desirable to make known the financial 
condition and operations of the corporation. 

Such statements shall include estimates of operations by major types of activi- 
ties, together with estimates of administrative expenses, estimates of borrow- 
ings, and estimates of the amount of Government capital funds which shall be 
returned to the Treasury during the fiscal year or the appropriations required 
to provide for the restoration of capital impairments. 

Section 103. The budget programs of the corporations as modified, amended, 
or revised by the President shall be transmitted to the Congress as a part of 
the annual budget required by the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921. Amend- 
ments to the annual budget programs may be submitted from time to time. 

Budget programs shall be submitted for all wholly owned Government cor- 
porations covering operations for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1946, and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

SecTIon 104. The budget programs transmitted by the President to the 
Congress shall be considered and, if necessary, legislation shall be enacted 
making available such funds or other financial resources as the Congress may 
determine. The provisions of this section shall not be construed as preventing 
wholly owned Government corporations from carrying out and financing their 
activities as authorized by existing law, nor shall any provisions of this section 
be construed as affecting in any way the provisions of Section 26 of the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority Act, as amended. The provisions of this section shall 
not be construed as affecting the existing authority of any wholly owned Gov- 
ernment corporation to make contracts or other commitments without reference 
to fiscal-year limitations. 

Sec. 105. The financial transactions of wholly owned Government corpora- 
tions shall be audited by the General Accounting Office in accordance with the 
principles and procedures applicable to commercial corporate transactions and 
under such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the Comptroller 
General of the United States: Provided, That such rules and regulations may 
provide for the retention at the offices of such corporations, in whole or in part, 
of any accounts of accountable officers, covering corporate financial transac- 
tions, which are required by existing law to be settled and adjusted in the General 
Accounting Office, and for the settlement and adjustment of such accounts in i 


whole or in part upon the basis of examinations in the course of the audit herein 
provided, but nothing in this proviso shall be construed as affecting the powers 
reserved to the Tennessee Valley Authority in the Act of November 21, 1941 
(55 Stat. 775). 

The audit shall be conducted at the place or places where the accounts of the 
respective corporations are normally kept. The representatives of the General 
Accounting Office shall have access to all books, accounts, financial records, 
reports, files, and all other papers, things, or property belonging to or in use by 
the respective corporations and necessary to facilitate the audit, and they shall 
be afforded full facilities for verifying transactions with the balances or se- 
curities held by depositaries, fiscal agents, and custodians. The audit shall 
begin with the first fiscal year commencing after the enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 106. A report of each such audit for each fiscal year ending on June 
30 shall be made by the Comptroller General to the Congress not later than 
January 15 following the close of the fiscal year for which such audit is made. 
The report shall set forth the scope of the audit and shall include a statement 
(showing intercorporate relations) of assets and liabilities, capital and surplus 
or deficit: a statement of surplus or deficit analysis; a statement of income and 
expense; a statement of sources and application of funds; and such comments 
and information as may be deemed necessary to keep Congress informed of the 
operations and financial condition of the several corporations, together with 
such recommendations with respect thereto as the Comptroller General may 
deem advisable, including a report of any impairment of capital noted in the 
audit and recommendations for the return of such Government capital or the 
payment of such dividends as, in his judgment, should be accomplished. 
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The report shall also show specifically any program, expenditure, or other 
financial transaction or undertaking observed in the course of the audit, which, 
in the opinion of the Comptroller General, has been carried on or made without 
authority of law. A copy of each report shall be furnished to the President, 
to the Secretary of the Treasury, and to the corporation concerned at the time 
submitted to the Congress. 

Src. 107. Whenever it is deemed by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, with the approval of the President, to be practicable and in the public 
interest that any wholly owned Government corporation be treated with respect 
to its appropriations, expenditures, receipts, accounting, and other fiscal matters 
as if it were a Government agency other than a corporation, the Director shall 
include in connection with the budget program of such corporation in the 
budget a recommendation to that effect. If the Congress approves such recom- 
mendation in connection with the budget program for any fiscal year, such 
corporation, with respect to subsequent fiscal years, shall be regarded as an 
establishment other than a corporation for the purposes of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921, and other provisions of law relating to appropriations, 
expenditures, receipts, accounts, and other fiscal matters, and shall not be 
subject to the provisions of this Act other than this section. The corporate 
entity shall not be affected by this section. 


TITLE II—MIXED-OWNERSHIP GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS 


Sec. 201. As used in this Act the term “mixed-ownership Government cor- 
porations” means (1) the Central Bank for Cooperatives and the regional 
banks for Cooperatives, (2) Federal land banks, (8) Federal home loan banks, 
and (4) Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

Sec. 202. The financial transactions of mixed-ownership Government corpo- 
rations for any period during which Government capital has been invested 
therein shall be audited by the General Accounting Office in accordance with 
the principles and procedures applicable to commercial corporate transactions 
and under such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. The audit shall be conducted at the place or 
places where the accounts of the respective corporations are normally kept. 

The representatives of the General Accounting Office shall have access to all 
books, accounts, financial records, reports, files, and all other papers, things, 
or property belonging to or in use by the respective corporations and necessary 
to facilitate the audit, and they shall be afforded full facilities for verifying 
transactions with the balances or securities held by depositaries, fiscal agents, 
and custodians. The audit shall begin with the first fiscal year commencing 
after the enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 203. A report of each such audit for each fiscal year ending on June 30 
shall be made by the Comptroller General to the Congress not later than Janu- 
ary 15, following the close of the fiscal year for which such audit is made. 
The report shall set forth the scope of the audit and shall include a statement 
(showing intercorporate relations) of assets and liabilities, capital and surplus 
or deficit; a statement of surplus or deficit analysis; a statement of income 
and expense, a statement of sources and application of funds; and such com- 
ments and information as may be deemed necessary to keep Congress informed 
of the operations and financial condition of, and the use of Government capital 
by, each such corporation, together with such recommendations with respect 
thereto as the Comptroller General may deem advisable, including a report of 
any impairment of capital or lack of sufficient capital noted in the audit and 
recommendations for the return of such Government capital or the payment of 
such dividends as, in his judgment, should be accomplished. The report shall 
also show specifically any program, expenditure, or other financial transaction 
or undertaking observed in the course of the audit, which, in the opinion of the 
Comptroller General, has been carried on or made without authority of law. 
A copy of each report shall be furnished to the President, to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and to the corporation concerned at the time submitted to the 
Congress. 

Sec. 204. The President shall include in the annual Budget any recommenda- 
tions he may wish to make as to the return of Government capital to the 
Treasury by any mixed-ownership corporation. 
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TITLE ITI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 301. (a) The expenses of auditing the financial transatcions of wholly 
owned and mixed-ownership Government corporations as provided in sections 
105 and 202 of this Act shall be borne out of appropriations to the General Ac- 
counting Office, and appropriations in such sums as may be necessary are hereby 
authorized: Provided, That each such corporation shall reimburse the General 
Accounting Office for the full cost of any such audit as billed therefor by the 
Comptroller General, and the General Accounting Office shall deposit the sums 
so reimbursed into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts: Provided further, 
That in making the audits provided in said sections the Comptroller General 
shall, to the fullest extent deemed by him to be practicable, utilize reports of 
examinations of Government corporations made by a supervising administrative 
agency pursuant to law. 

(b) For the purpose of conducting such audit the Comptroller General is au- 
thorized in his discretion to employ not more than ten persons without re 
gard to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, only one of whom may be 
compensated at a rate of as much as but not more than $10,000 per annum, 
and to employ by contract, without regard to section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes, professional services of firms and organizations for temporary periods 
or for special purposes. 

(c) The audit provided in sections 105 and 2062 of this Act shall be in lieu 
of any audit of the financial transactions of any Government corporation required 
to be made by the General Accounting Office for the purpose of a report to the 
Congress or to the President under any existing law. 

(a) Unless otherwise expressly provided by law, no funds or any Government 
corporation shall be used to pay the cost of any private audit of the financial 
records of the offices of such corporation, except the cost of such audits con- 
tracted for and undertaken prior to April 25, 1945. 

Sec. 302. The banking or checking accounts of all whoily owned and mixed- 
ownership Government corporations shall be kept with the Treasurer of the 
United States, or, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, with a 
Federal Reserve bank, or with a bank designated as a depositary of fiscal agent 
of the United States: Provided, That the Secretary of the Treasury may waive 
the requirements of this section under such conditions as he may determine: 
and Provided further, That this section will not apply to the establishment and 
maintenance in any bank for a temporary period of banking and checking 
accounts not in excess of $50,000 in any one bank. The provisions of this section 
shall not be applicable to Federal Intermediate Credit Banks, Production Credit 
Corporations, the Central Bank for Cooperatives, the Regional Banks for Coopera- 
tives, or the Federal Land Banks, except that each such corporation shall be 


required to report annually to the Secretary of the Treasury the names of the . 


depositories in which such corporation keeps a banking or checking account, 
and the Secretary of the Treasury may make a report in writing to the corpora- 
tion, to the President, and to the Congress which he deems advisable upon. receipt 
of any such annual report. 

Sec. 303. (a) All bonds, notes, debentures, and other similar obligations which 
are hereafter issued by any wholly owned or mixed-ownership Government cor- 
poration and offered to the public shall be in such forms and denominations, 
shall have such maturities, shall bear such rates of interest, shall be subject 
to such terms and conditions, shall be issued in such manner and at such times 
and sold at such prices as have been or as may be approved by the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

(b) Hereafter, no wholly owned or mixed-ownership Government corporation 
shall sell or purchase any direct obligation of the United States or obligation 
guaranteed as to principal or interest, or both, for its own account and in its 
own right and interest, at any one time aggregating in excess of $100,000, without 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Treasury may waive the requirement of his approval with respect to any 
transaction or classes of transactions subject to the provisions of this subsection 
for such period of time and under such conditions as he may determine. 

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to exercise any of 
the functions vested in him by this section through any officer, or employee 
of any Federal agency whom he may designate, with the concurrence of the 
head of the agency concerned, for such purpose. 

(d) Any mixed-ownership Government corporation from which Government 
capital has been entirely withdrawn shall not be subject to the provisions of 
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section 302 or of this section during the period such corporation remains without 
Government capital. The provisions of subsections (a) and (b) of this section 
shall not be applicable to Federal Intermediate Credit Banks, Production Credit 
Corporations, the Central Bank for Cooperatives, the Regional Banks for Co- 
operatives, or the Federal Land Banks, except that each such corporation shall 
be required to consult with the Secretary of the Treasury prior to taking any 
action of the kind covered by the provisions of subsections (a) and (b) of this 
section, and in the event an agreement is not reached, the Secretary of the 
Treasury may make a report in writing to the corporation, to the President, 
and to the Congress stating the grounds for his disagreement. 

Sec. 304. (a) No corporation shall be created, organized, or acquired here- 
after by any officer or agency of the Federal Government or by any Government 
eorporation for the purpose of acting as an agency or instrumentality of the 
United States, except by Act of Congress or pursuant to an Act of Congress spe- 
cifically authorizing such action. 

(b) No wholly owned Government corporation created by or under the laws 
of any State, Territory, or possession of the United States or any political subdi- 
vision thereof, or under the laws of the District of Columbia, shall continue after 
June 30, 1948, as an agency or instrumentality of the United States, and no 
funds of, or obtained from, the United States or any agency thereof, including 
corporations, shall be invested in or employed by any such corporation after that 
date, except for purposes of liquidation. 

The proper corporate authority of every such corporation shall take the neces- 
sary steps to institute dissolution or liquidation proceedings on or before that 
date: Provided, That prior thereto any such corporation may be reincorporated 
by Act of Congress for such purposes and term of existence and with such powers, 
privileges, and duties as authorized by such Act, including the power to take over 
the assets and assume the liabilities of its respective predecessor corporation. 

Approved December 6, 1945. 


NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
December 19, 1958. 
Subject: Last call on regional corporation bill. 

1. Please send in any proposed amendments for the regional corporation bill 
to this office before January 1. Enclosed is a layman’s draft of our proposed 
amendments for the November 21 draft. 

2. Senator Neuberger and the staff were pleased by the December 8-11 hear- 
ings. Our side put up the best arguments. Considering the late availability 
of the bill, we did well. Kalispell was the best with widespread grassroots 
support. Our systems did a good job under trying circumstances. 

3. Further hearings will probably be in mid-March on the final bill as 
introduced, hence the rush on amendments. These hearings have improved 
the chances of 1959 approval of the bill by the Senate. House action would 
be in 1960. 

4. The hearing record is open until January 12 for letters endorsing the bill 
in principle. 

5. Publicity has been misleading to the effect that the antimonopoly (prefer- 
ence) Clause is being repealed. That is not true. The antimonopoly clauses of 
the Bonneville Act are retained. The withdrawal clause is also kept. More 
importantly the bill is a major new step in Federal law by providing a “public 
utility responsibility” clause for adequate wholesale power supply and the 
financing to do the job. This is the core of the bill. Because this is a broad 
new authority to attract new industry, it contains a precautionary “insuffi- 
ciency” clause which is to assure that in the event of power shortage the Cor- 
poration should avoid an “unreasonable geographic concentration of the power 
sold.” We have thoroughly studied this clause and have obtained good legal 
advice. We endorse this clause, although we may seek one slight further 
amendment. 

6. Thanks. Merry Christmas. 

Gus Norwoop, 
Eeecutive Secretary. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS FOR NOVEMBER 21, 1958, COMMITTEE PRINT OF THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION BILL 


Generally these amendments are editorial changes and improvements. The 
few policy issues are identified in the comments. By way of explanation it 
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should be appreciated that the November 21 draft was issued under deadline 
conditions, thus necessitating a lot of cleanup work. 

1. Page 2, line 10: Delete “or such department or officer as he may direct.” 
This policy change is to make clear the change of BPA from a bureau to a 
corporation. Our preference is that the Corporation Board shall be respon- 
sible directly to the President. Probably the President can in any event place 
the Corporation under the supervision of the Secretary of the Interior, but in 
that event the Corporation should not be treated as a bureau. If it is made 
subject to the Secretary of the Interior, the supervision should be confined to 
that necessary to insure that the Corporation operates consistent with major 
national policy. An alternative but weaker amendment would delete only the 
words “department or”. Our concept generally is that the Board of Directors 
will relieve the Secretary of the Interior and his staff of most if not all of the 
vast number of decisions which are now made with respect to BPA. The result 
should be decentralization of administrative responsibility, an increase in 
effectiveness and efficiency, and the Corporation’s increased responsiveness to 
the people affected. 

2. Pages 2 to 6: A basic policy decision indicated by the hearings of Decem- 
ber 8-11, 1958, is that the general manager should be appointed by, be 
responsible to, and should be subject to discharge by the Board of Directors. 
Both the advocates and opponents of the bill appeared to be agreed on this 
policy. This is one of the three policy changes announced by Senator Neu- 
berger on December 15th. As a corollary to this policy decision, it follows that 
the Board of Directors should be on a full-time basis. Comment: The simple 
line of command should be from the President to the Board of Directors to the 
general manager. It follows further that the Board of Directors should serve 
on a full-time basis. Merely to be informed on this program will require that 
each Director devote a considerable amount of his time to reading and study. 
Traveling about the region, making talks, receiving comments, attending public 
hearings and meetings, and facilitating the communications between the Cor- 
poration and the people of the region are examples of some of the extra duties. 
The job of a Director must be on a full-time basis and that was provided in 
S. 3114. The following language changes should be made in order to achieve 
the above policy: 

(a) Page 2, lines 23-24: Delete “compensation at a rate of $ per 
annum,” and insert instead: “compensation at a rate of $20,000 per annum, ex- 
cept that the Chairman shall receive compensation at the rate of $20,500 per 
annum.” Comment: The full-time Board of Directors was provided in S. 3114. 
This amendment merely goes back to the previous policy. The suggestion for 
a $500 per year extra for the Chairman came from the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission in its letter of comments at page 186 of the hearings on S. 3114. 
It is standard Federal practice. Weconcur. 

(b) Page 38, line 6: Delete “in” and insert “on”. Grammar. 

(c) Page 3, lines 9-10: Delete “A successor to a Director shall be appointed 
in the same manner as the original Directors.” Surplusage. 

(d) Page 3, line 12: Delete the second “is” and insert “has”. Comment: 
This means that the Director “has qualified” by taking the oath, etc., and 
does not refer merely to the fact that he personally “is” qualified. Clarification. 

(e) Page 3, line 12: Add new sentence: “The Chairman of the Board shall 
be designated by the President.” Comment: This was provided in S. 3114. 
This accords with present practice for other agencies. The aim is to show 
more clearly that the Board is directly responsible to the President. 

(f) Page 3, lines 19-20: A suggestion has been received that we delete: 
“and all Directors shall be persons who profess a belief in the feasibility and 
wisdom of this act.” The argument is that this provision tends to draw criti- 
cism from our opponents. So what? The conflict of interest statutes are weak 
and should be strengthened. The above phrase should probably be included 
as standard language in all laws rather than be deleted from this proposed 
act. Another argument goes that this provision might tend to disqualify a 
person who believes in a more comprehensive approach as with a CVA and 
seriously doubts the wisdom of having a single-purpose power corporation. 
The answer is that if such a person feels very strongly about it and says so, 
then possibly he would and should disqualify himself. This is not a critical 
policy question. For the time being, however, no change is recommended. 

(g) Page 3, lines 21-22: It has been suggested that we eliminate the require- 
ment that all Directors must come from the Pacific Northwest and that there 
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must be one from each State. We disagree. The Columbia River is a national 
asset. This is to be a Federal Corporation belonging to the Nation. The peo- 
ple of the Pacific Northwest consider themselves to be citizens of the United 
States. It would provide nothing if one or more Directors were appointed 
from outside of the Pacific Northwest. Unfortunately, it would be a reflection 
upon the people of the four States if we could not provide qualified Directors, 
and in that event it would be our own fault. In this regard the suggestion 
was also made that the language on page 1, line 10, to page 2, line 5, could 
be eliminated as window dressing. We disagree. This language enunciates 
and catalogs the national concerns which warrant the establishment. of the 
Corporation in the national interest. The Nation does have a national defense 
and general economic welfare stake in the fullest development of the Columbia 
River. Therefore the language stating the national interest should be retained. 
We should not buy any gimmick such as having outside Directors just to prove 
such national interest. No changes are recommended. 

(h) Page 3, line 23: After the phrase “continuance in office,” insert: “be 
actively engaged in any other business,”. This returns to the concept of a 
full-time Board as was provided in S. 3114. This language is used in other 
acts, as the TVA Act. 

(i) Page 4, line 5: Deletecomma. Grammar. 

(j) Page 4, lines 6-10: Delete entire sentence. Board will not elect its 
Chairman. President appoints Chairman. This is consistent with (e) above. 

(k) Page 4, line 11, through page 5, line 7: Delete and insert instead: 

“The Board shall be responsible for policy, directive, and general supervisory 
functions. The Board shall periodically review the operations of the Corpo- 
ration, and shall approve the advance program, the annual budget program, 
and all cost allocation reports for submission to the President and the Con- 
gress. In addition the Board shall advise and assist the general manager in 
the formulation of the general policy of the Corporation and especially in main- 
taining close liaison with the people of the region. To these ends the Board 
shall conduct public meetings in the region in accordance with this subsection, 
shall conduct hearings on any aspects of the Corporation’s program or activi- 
ties, either on-its own motion or upon request of the general manager or the 
Advisory Council, shall confer with the Advisory Council, attend all meetings 
thereof, prepare its bylaws and rules, and may divide the Advisory Council 
into geographical divisions.” 

Comment: This assumes a full-time Board and places a heavier responsibility 
upon the Board. The Board sets policy. 

(l) Page 5, lines 8-25: Delete and revise to read: 

“The Corporation shall seek counsel, assistance, and participation of the peo- 
ple of the Pacific Northwest, particularly through representatives of State and 
local governments and other organizations, public and private, and through 
the Advisory Council. To this end the Corporation shall hold public meetings 
at least annually in each State in the Pacific Northwest at which the views 
of those interested can be presented and information concerning the Corpora- 
tion’s policies and programs.shall be made available. The Corporation may 
make additional arrangements for such consultation and interchange of views 
with respect to the formulation and execution of Corporation programs as it 
may deem advisable. 

“Each member of the Board and the general manager, before entering upon 
the duties of their office, shall subscribe to an oath (or affirmation) to sup- 
port the Constitution of the United States and to perform faithfully and im- 
partially the duties imposed upon them by this Act.” 

Comment: Original version read: “The Board shall obtain counsel * * *” 
This is broadened so that all officers of the Corporation shall “seek” counsel, 
etc. The rest are grammatical changes. 

(m) Page 6, lines 1 through 21: Delete and insert instead : 

“(b) The executive management of the Corporation shall be vested in a 
general manager, who shall be appointed by the Board, shall be responsible to 
the Board, shall perform such duties as the Board may from time to time desig- 
nate, and shall receive compensation at the rate of $22,500 per annum. 

“The general manager shall appoint, with the advice and consent of the Board 
and without regard to the civil-service laws, an assistant general manager, a 
chief engineer, and a general counsel, and shall fix the compensation of each in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 1949 as amended. 
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“The assistant general manager shall perform such duties as the general 
manager may from time to time designate and shall be acting general manager 
and assume the functions of the general manager during the absence or disability 
of, or in the event of a vacancy in the office of, the general manager.” 

Comment: The Board sets policy. The general manager executes policy. 
These paragraphs spell out more clearly the respective responsibilities and 
relationships. 

3. Page 7, line 7: Insert a sentence: 

“Advisory Council members shall not be considered to be officers or employees 
of the United States by reason of such membership.” 

Comment: This provision follows the language in connection with the AEC 
advisory committee. This also precludes the application of conflict of interest 
statutes to Advisory Council members. 

4. Page 7, line 7, through page 8, line 3: Delete and insert instead : 

“The Advisory Council shall consist of (1) not more than 40 members at large 
appointed by the Board. (2) one member appointed by each member of the 
United States Senate and House of Representatives from the Pacific Northwest 
and by the Governor of each of the States of the Pacific Northwest, and (3) ex 
officio nonvoting members representing Federal agencies which desire repre- 
sentation on the Council.” 

Comment: The revision makes for more flexibility. The previous provision 

yas too rigid and too detailed. 

5. Pages 9 through 15: The December 8—11 hearings brought to light numerous 
expressions of fears that power operations might influence or dominate irriga- 
tion uses of water or interfere with water rights. This is not intended to be 
the case as the policy of the Northwest Public Power Association is to encourage 
irrigation in the Pacific Northwest. The numerous revisions proposed are 
designed to clarify the intent of the bill on this point. The same subject will 
be treated further when irrigation and water rights are discussed. Proposed 
amendments are as follows: 

(a) Page 9, line 7: After the word “project” insert in commas: “, or otherwise 
reserved by law,”. Comment: This makes it clearer that this bill does not 
amend or modify any existing law unless stated. 

(6) Page 9, line 8: Change sentence starting at line 8 to read: “Any agency 
constructing or operating any Federal project in the Pacific Northwest shall, 
from funds advanced by the Corporation hereunder, install * * *” ete. 

Comment: This should make it clearer that the Corporation shall have adequate 
authority with respect to power facilities which are constructed by another 
Federal agency with funds advanced by the Corporation. 

(c) Page 9, line 13-18: Change sentence starting at line 13 to read: “The 
operating agency shall, to the extent consistent with the operation of the project 
for all the purposes for which the project was authorized, schedule the operations 
of the several electrical generating units and appurtenant equipment of any 
project under this section in accordance with the requirements of the 
Corporation.” 

Comment: This softens the previous language, and makes grammatical 
improvements. 

(d) Page 9, line 19, through page 10, line 5: Delete and insert instead: 
“The operating agency shall, from funds advanced by the Corporation hereunder, 
provide and maintain for the use of the Corporation at such projects adequate 
station space and equipment, including such switches, switchboards, instru- 
ments, and dispatching facilities as may be required for proper reception, 
handling, and dispatching of the electric energy produced at the project, together 
with transformers and other equipment required for the transmission of energy 
at suitable voltage from this place to the markets which the Corporation desires 
to serve. The Corporation shall reimburse the Federal agency operating and 
maintaining any hydroelectric or other project which is operated for power 
purposes under this section for the costs of such operation and maintenance 
which are allocated or properly chargeable to the production of electric power.” 

Comment: This consists of grammatical improvements, elimination of sur- 
plusage, and begins a major relocation of the language at pages 26-29 with a 
view to the elimination of that entire section by relocating its contents and elimi- 
nating some duplication. The revision also moderates the language so that 
power neither in fact nor in appearance dominates over any other water use. 
The elimination of section 12 of the old bill at pages 26—29 is a further imple- 
mentation of the policy that the Corporation itself will not build, own, condemn, 
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or operate any dams but will merely advance funds for construction to the Army 
or Bureau of Reclamation and will be the power marketing outlet. This is not 
a policy decision but is merely clarification of the policy decision previously 
made. The December 8-11 hearings indicated the need for clarification. 

(e) Page 10, lines 13-17: Make the following language changes: Line 13-14 
delete: “the financial feasibility of which depends upon the sale of electric 
energy,”. In line 14 change “is authorized” to “may”. In line 15 delete the 
second “to”. In lines 17-18 delete “multi-purpose”. Thus changed the new 
language starting at line 12 should read: “* * * fisheries resources and other 
purposes, the Corporation may, subject to the provisions of this Act, provide to 
the constructing agencies, on schedules mutually agreed upon, funds for those 
parts of the capital costs of authorized Federal projects * * *” 

Comment: This cleans up the language and permits the Corporation to advance 
funds for single-purpose as well as multi-purpose dams. 

6. Page 11, lines 3-5: Change the sentence to read: “(c) Subject to the pro- 
visions of this Act, the Corporation may construct, acquire (but not by con- 
demnation), improve, operate, and maintain in the Pacific Northwest * * *” 
ete. 

Comment: This improves the emphasis and grammar. 

7. Page 11, line 15: Delete “annual”. 

Comment: This broadens the meaning so that the Corporation could submit 
supplemental as well as annual budget requests. 

8. Page 11, line 18: Add the following sentence: “Nothing in this Act shall 
authorize the Corporation to construct any hydroelectric generating facility or 
to condemn any such facility for the purpose of operating it.” 

Comment: This is an important policy clarification. The intention of the 
November 21, 1958, committee print was not to have the Corporation build, own, 
condemn or operate hydroelectric projects, but rather to permit the Corporation 
only to advance funds to the Army and Bureau of Reclamation as the construct- 
ing agencies to build and operate such projects. During the December 8-11 hear- 
ings ail private utility witnesses preferred to interpret the bill in such a way as 
to permit the Corporation to build and condemn. It is hoped that the new 
language clears up this issue beyond any doubt. The last six words of the 
new sentence are added so as to insure that the Corporation is not to be deprived 
of authority to condemn a minor facility which might happen to be located on 
some land which the Corporation needed for transmission purposes or for a 
thermal or nuclear station, since the latter especially would be located where 
water would be available. 

9. Page 11, line 24: Delete “in” and insert instead “of”. Grammar. 

10, Page 12, line 7: Delete “to operate its facilities so as”. 

Comment: The inclusion of the above language may imply a restriction on 
the Corporation to build transmission lines for wheeling power. Clarification. 

11. Page 12, line 16-18: Delete the portion in parenthesis which reads: 
“(including the exchange of electric energy or the use of transmission facilities 
for such water or water use)’’, and insert instead “(including the use of electric 
transmission facilities for the exchange of electric energy in connection with 
the use or storage of water)”. 

Comment: This is intended to clarify the language so as to avoid the fear 
which came up at one of the hearings that the Corporation might builé “water 
transmission facilities” to transport Columbia River water to California. 

12. Page 12, line 20: Delete “subsections (c) and (d)” and insert instead: 
“subsection (¢)”. 

Comment: This is a clarification to insure that the use of the phrase 
Pacific Northwest in subsection (d) is not intended to be a geographical limita- 
tion, but is merely descriptive of the States involved. 

13. Page 12, and 13: Rewrite subsection (f) to read as follows: 

“(f) The Corporation shall assist and advise the President as he may request 
in any international negotiations relating to the water resources of the Pacific 
Northwest and British Columbia and may carry out on behalf of the United 
States such functions as he may assign to it in accordance with any treaty or 
other agreement between the United States and Canada. In carrying out such 
functions the Corporation may make appropriate arrangements, contracts, or 
agreements for coordinating its activities with those of appropriate United States, 
Canadian, or international agencies with respect to any utilization of water 
resources of British Columbia or the Pacific Northwest which affects the land 
or water resources of the other country, including, where necessary or desirable 
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for carrying out its functions under this Act, the contribution of funds for the 
part of the costs allocated to at-site downstream power production at projects 
in British Columbia in the manner and for the purposes provided by subsection 
(b) of this section for Federal projects in the Pacific Northwest.” 

Comment: Clarification and broadening of language to insure flexability. 
Thus the use of “land or water” covers flooding of land in Canada by Libby 
Dam, for example. The section is not confined to the Columbia River but 
may touch on any river in the Pacific Northwest or British Columbia. 

14. Page 15, line 2: Delete “, as amended,’. 

Comment: The term “Act” as used in this bill refers variously to the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation Act, the Bonneville Act or the Columbia 
River Development Corporation Act of 1959 as appropriate. Thus three acts 
are involved. The approach taken is analogous to the changing of the Federal 
Water Power Act of 1920 into the Federal Power Act of 1935. 

15. Page 15, line 9: After the word ‘Federal’ insert ‘‘or interstate’’. 

Comment: This broader language would include any interstate compact 
agency, for instance. 

16. Page 15, line 13 through page 16, line 5: Delete and insert instead: 

“Sec. 5. Subsection (c) of section 2 of said Act is renumbered subsection 
(a) of section 4 and amended by inserting the word ‘exchange’ after the word 
‘lease’ and by changing the period at the end of the first sentence to a colon and 
inserting the words: ‘Provided, That the Corporation may, in accordance with 
such regulations as it may prescribe and to the extent it determines to be fair 
and reasonable, but not to exceed 25 per centum of the fair value, as determined 
by the Corporation, of the land interest acquired, reimburse owners and tenants 
of land who are required to move because of the acquisition of such lands or any 
interest therein by the Corporation, for actual expenses, losses, and damages 
incurred by them as a result of such moves.’ ”’ 

Comment: This returns to the Bonneville Act requirement that ownership 
of facilities and property will be in the name of the United States. 

17. Page 16, line 12: Delete “section 4 thereof” and insert instead: “the 
section herein designated as section 4”. 

Comment; Clarification. 

18. Pages 17 and 18: It does not appear to be appropriate to define a policy 
of comprehensive developments as part of a subparagraph relating to the au- 
thority to intervene before the Federal Power Commission. It would there- 
fore be appropriate to delete subparagraph (4), renumber the remaining sub- 
paragraphs and broaden the intervention authority in subparagraph (5), as 
follows: 

(a) Page 17, line 17 through page 18, line 6: Delete. 

(b) Page 18, line 7 through page 20, line 5 renumber subparagraphs. 

(c) Page 18, line 9: Delete the word “other”. 

19. Page 18, line 18: After the phrase “activities of” insert: “or financed in 
whole or in part by” 

Comment: Self-explanatory. 

20. Page 19, lines 20-24: The December 8-11 hearings brought several re- 
quests for amendment of this portion. Mr. Ken Billington of the Washington 
Public Utility Districts Association and Mr. Owen Hurd of the Washington 
Public Power Supply System felt this provision was too severe. Senator Neu- 
berger on December 15 announced that this portion would be amended. Two 
approaches have been suggested. A specific approach would provide a 25 per- 
cent leeway. A more general approach would require the right of public 
hearing and a determination that the agreement was in the public interest. 
The latter approach is preferred. 

(a) Delete the following language: “But any agreement for the construction, 
operation, or maintenance of any hydroelectric project by a non-Federal agency 
shall be as favorable to the United States as if the project were constructed, 
operated, or maintained by the Federal Government ;” 

(6b) Insert instead: “Before entering into any agreement for the construc- 
tion, operation, or maintenance of any electric power facilities by a non-Federal 
agency the Corporation shall make a finding that the agreement is in the public 
interest, shall give notice thereof to its customers, and, upon adequate request 
by parties affected, shall conduct public hearings thereon prior to entering into 
the agreement ;” 

Comment: At this point and at other points in the bill consideration was 
given to the question of whether the Administrative Procedure Act of 1937 
should be made applicable. Generally, it was felt that the right of public hear- 
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ing was a sufficient right and that the added right of court review would bring 
to much hazard. Accordingly, this bill is strong on the right of public hear- 
ings. The new language also broadens hydroelectric projects to read electric 
power facilities. The duplicative provision at pages 27-28 is being eliminated. 

21. Page 20, lines 2 and 3: Delete: “other agencies or groups” and insert in- 
stead: “others”. Comment: Clarification. 

22. Pages 20, lines 19 and 20: Delete: “are authorized”; insert instead “may”, 
Comment: This change is being made at many points in the bill largely be- 
cause the suggestion of “authorized” is that some new grant of sovereign power 
is being handed down, whereas most of these items are of no such magnitude. 

23. Page 21, line 6: After the word “includes” insert: “or in which it is pro- 
posed to include’. Comment: Self-explanatory, as where penstocks only are 
provided. 

24. Page 21, lines 11 through 21: Delete and insert instead: 

“Sec. 9. (a) Subsection (a) of section 5 of said Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking the first sentence and inserting the following in lieu 
thereof: ‘Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Corporation is authorized 
and directed to schedule and construct or arrange for the construction of 
generating and transmission facilities, or to purchase and exchange power, so as 
to enable it to supply the net wholesale power needs of all distributors or con- 
sumers within the Pacific Northwest who desire and are willing to enter into 
contracts to purchase such power from the Corporation.’ ” 

Comment: This is a major cleaning up of the “public utility responsibility” 
clause. It emphasizes that the Corporation is confined to selling power at 
wholesale. Clarification and grammar. 

25. Page 21, line 23: Delete: “Corporation” and insert instead “Board”. 
Page 21, line 11: Delete the first “(a)”. 

Comment: Any exercise of judgment under the “insufficiency clause” should 
be clearly placed on the Board. 

26. Page 22, line 7: Delete the first comma. 

27. Page 22, line 8, change 4 and 5 to read 5 and 6. 

Comment on: amendments 24-27 and the “insufficiency clause: There are some 
fears that this clause modifies or weakens the antimonopoly clause. Not on 
careful reading. Bear in mind that both the antimonopoly and the withdrawal 
clauses of the Bonneville Act are retained. Furthermore the strengthening of 
the broad purposes of the Corporation at the top of page 2 and at the bottom 
of page 11 (lines 22-24) plus the strongest public utility responsibility clause 
plus the $750,000,000 of bond issuing authority and use of own revenues and 
other new powers should, in the aggregate, be a sufficient warranty and guar- 
antee that all preference customers will be in a much stronger position by virtue 
of this bill. 

271%. Page 22, lines 8-9: The question arises as to whether to delete: “or 
area” or to delete “within any State or area”. The last five words are the 
fulcrum on which turns the issue as to whether the insufficiency clause is in 
parallel with or on the other hand is a limitation upon the antimonopoly clause. 
From our point of view the first choice is to delete “within any State or area”. 
The second choice is to delete “or area”. One of these changes should be made. 

28. Page 22, line 18-24: Delete and insert instead : 

“Sec. 11. Sections 4 and 5 of said Act are renumbered 5 and 6, respectively. 
Sections 6 and 7 of said Act, as amended, are hereby combined and further 
amended to read as follows: 

“‘Sec. 7. (a) Schedules of rates and charges for the sale of electric power 
and energy and for the services to be contracted hereunder shall be established 
by * * * ”’ ete. Comment: this takes care of the necessary renumbering to avoid 
the two section 4 problem of the last draft. The rearrangement of wording 
broadens the types of service for which rates and charges may be made to include 
any of the services which the Corporation may contract to perform. 

29. Page 23, line 1: After the phrase “time to time” insert ‘“‘after public hear- 
ings’. Comment: Self-explanatory. 

30. Page 23, line 6: After the word “marketing” insert “the’’, and after the 
word “power” place a period and delete the remainder of the sentence. Comment: 
Surplusage. 

31. Page 23, line 23: Insert the following sentence: 

“In the maintenance of such accounts, appropriate obligations shall be estab- 
lished for annual and sick leave of absence as earned.” Comment. This ig 
earried over from the Bonneville Act amendments of 1945. 
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32. Pages 24, 25, and 26: The cost allocation section requires further revision 
which will not be attempted now. However, the following language changes 
should be made asa nrinimum : 

(a) Page 25, line 1: After the first “the” insert: ‘“agency’s”’. 

(b) Page 25, line 8: After the phrase “greater than” insert: “the comparable 
percentage of”. 

(c) Page 25, line 16: Delete the comma. 

(d) Page 26, line 6: Change this line to read: “development; and (8) pollu- 
tion control or abatement.” This deletes “watershed management” as a purpose 
for which allocations of cost may be made. 

(e) Page 26, lines 8-11: This is an important change as the present wording 
would be very severe and adverse to power. Delete the sentence and imsert 
instead: “Costs with respect to facilities and activities serving more than one 
purpose shall be equitably allocated among such purposes.”’ 

33. Page 26, line 21 through page 28, line 19: Delete the entire section. 

Comment: The numbering and reference problem should be watched. Sec- 
tions 6 and 7 of the Bonneville Act were combined into a new section 7, so that 
is taken care of. The last 8 sections of the committee print, namely 138-20 should 
be renumbered 12-19, respectively. The deletion of section 12 of the committee 
print is in furtherance of the policy decision not to have the Corporation involved 
in hydroelectric projects, but merely to advance funds to the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. As a matter of record the disposition of the 
language from the old section 12 is as follows: 

(a) Page 26, lines 23-25: This is now unnecessary except to the extent carried 
at page 11 which is adequate. 

(bd) Page 26, line 25 to page 27, line 5: This language was transferred to page 
10, line 5. 

(c) Page 27, lines 5-9: Not needed. See pages 42 and 43. 

(d) Page 27, lines10-13: Duplicates (g) on page 20. 

(e) Page 27, lines 13-18: Generally duplicates page 10, line 22 and page 14. 

(f) Page 27, lines 18 through page 28, line 4: Duplicates page 19, lines 14-24. 

(7) Page 28, lines 5-13: This water rights paragraph should be rewritten and 
shifted to pages 29-31. 

(h) Page 28, lines 14-19: Shfit to page 31 but in that case strike the first ten 
words. 

34. Page 29, line 6: Delete last eight words. After “Congress” delete the 
comma and insert a dash. Comment: This duplicates page 45. 

35. Page 29, line 10: Delete “no longer” and insert “not”. 

36. Page 29, line 12: Change to read: “(b) the two proviso clauses set * * *” 
etc. 

37. Page 29, line 18: Change to read: “the first two proviso clauses of * * * 
etc. 

38. Page 29, lines 8-11: Reletter as subsection (b), eliminate the quote, 
capitalize the first word, and insert at page 44 after line 24. The section 19, 
at page 44, line 18 will be renumbered Sec. 19(a), and thus the relocated lan- 
guage will be 18(b). 

Comment: This relocation and the ones following are not essential parts of 
the Columbia River Development Corporation Act and may thus be left out of 
the body of that residual act but should be a part of the Columbia River Devel- 
opment Corporation Act of 1959. As such they are not in quotes. 

39. Page 29, lines 12-21: Reletter as subsection (c), eliminate the quote, 
capitalize the first word, and insert at page 44 after line 24 so as to be section 
18(c). See comment above. 

40. Page 29, line 22: Reletter subsection (a). 

41. Page 30, lines 19-25: Relocate this subsection (d) by eliminating the 
quote, by capitalizing the first word and by inserting at page 44, after line 24 
so as to be section 18(d). 

42. Page 31, line 1: Reletter (e) to read (b). 

43. Page 31, line 9: Reletter (f) to read (c). 

44. Page 31, lines 10 and 11: Delete “constructed” and insert instead: 
“financed in whole or in part”. Comment: Self-explanatory. 

45. Page 31, line 12: Reletter (g) to read (d). 

46. Page 31, line 13: Delete “Bureau of Reclamation” and insert instead: 
“Department of the Interior’. In line 18 delete the quotation mark. 

47. Page 31, after line 18: Insert the following which is relocated from page 
28, lines 14-19: This was mentioned in amendment numbered 33(h). 
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“(e) penstocks and other facilities adapted to possible future use in the 
development of hydroelectric power shall be installed in any Federal dam here- 
after constructed in the Pacific Northwest when and as recommended by the 
Corporation; and” 

48. Page 31, after line 18: Insert as new subsection 9(f) a revised water 
rights section. Maintain style of this subsection by including in quotation 
marksthus: “(f) * * *.” 

49. Page 31, line 19: This section was previously renumbered 14. 

50. Page 32, at lines 5-6 and in line 7: Delete “is authorized to” and insert 
instead: “may”. 

51. Page 32, lines 10-21: It has been suggested that this subsection should 
be deleted as unnecessary since employees are subject to civil service. However, 
we recommend its retention because it places in the hands of the general man- 
ager the duty to discharge an employee who requires a political test of any 
employee or applicant for employment. 

52. Page 32, line 19: Delete: “officer or’. Since a Board member is an 
officer, it is to be made clear that the general manager may not remove a 
Board member. 

53. Page 32, line 22 through 33, line 24: It has been suggested that these 
two subsections are unnecessary. They were suggested in the Department of 
Labor comments on 8. 3114 at page 202 of the hearings on S. 3114. Accordingly 
it is preferred that these two subsections be retained. 

54. Page 34, lines 7-16: Delete as duplicating subsection (h) page 20. 

55. Page 34, line 17: Reletter (e). 

56. Page 35, line 4: Delete the first “the” and insert instead “a”. 

57. Page 35, line 8: This section was previously renumbered 15. 

58. Page 38, line 19 to page 39, line 2: Delete and change the definition of 
interest to read: 

The rate of interest in each fiscal year on such obligations shall be equal to 
the completed average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its total mar- 
ketable public obligations as of the beginning of said fiscal year: and 

Comment: This language is copied from the Tennessee Valley Authority self- 
financing bill, S. 1869 as passed by the United States Senate August 9, 1957. 

59. Page 40, line 15: Delete this line and insert instead: “after the effective 
date of this Act.” 

60. Page 41, line 14: Delete “facility” and insert instead: “unit’’. 

61. Page 42, lines 4 and 5: After the word “Administration” insert: “together 
with such other employees of the Department of the Interior as the Secretary 
of the Interior shall designate,” 

Comment: This could include some Bureau of Reclamation employees where 
appropriate in connection with power marketing, and from the regional offices 
of the Department of the Interior. 

62. Page 42 and 43: Amendatory language is apparently needed at the end of 
subsections (f) and (h) to permit the payment commencing at the end of the 
fiftieth year or at the end of the amortization period on the relevant power 
investment, of the costs assigned for return from revenues from the disposition 
of power as a subsidy to irrigation. No interest is required on tihs portion of 
the aCpital Fund. This would be fairly technical language which will not 
be attempted here. 

63. Page 42, line 23 through page 43, line 3: Change to read: “rate equal to 
the computed average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its total market- 
able public obligations as of the beginning of said fiscal year.” 

64. Page 43, line 10: Delete “from the date of such receipt,” and insert in- 
stead, “from the date of completion of each generating unit or other feature,” 

65. Page 43, line 13: Delete the period and add: “or from the date of comple- 
tion of each generating unit or feature, whichever is later.” 

66. Page 44, line 5: Delete “and enter into”. Comment: Compacts are entered 
into only upon approval by Congress. 

67. Page 44, line 11: Delete “entered into” and insert: “agreed upon”. 

68. Page 44, line 15: Delete “of the United States”. Comment: Surplusage. 

Incidentally these amendments are submitted as the immediate suggestions 
on behalf of the Northwest Public Power Association. Our comments and sug- 
gestions must reach Senator Neuberger before January 1. To this end please 
rush any further suggestions to Northwest Public Power Association. 

Sincerely, 
xUS NORWoOop, 
Heecutive Secretary. 
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Senator Neusercer. There are 2 minutes left and whoever desires 
to take it for the proponents may do so. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE H. MAHONEY, THOMPSON FALLS, MONT. 


Mr. Manonry. My name is Eugene Mahoney. I am the present 
senator-elect from Sanders County and have represented my county 
in the legislature for the past three sessions. 

Senator, I am merely going to submit my statement to the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Nevsercer. Senator, it will appear in the record. 

Mr. Manoney. And also the letters and statements of the good many 
people who were unable to be here today ; 

Senator Neusercer. We will be very glad to get their statements 
and we are happy to have your statement, Senator Mahoney, and it 
will appear in the record in full. 

Mr. i lalecmmah I would just like to make one comment, Senator, 
that from the testimony I heard here today, I don’t think Congress is 
going to abdicate its authority in any way if it passes this bill. I 
think that, since they can create such a Corporation, they can also 
amend its powers and abolish it, if they so desire, if there are any 
abuses to the rights and privileges to the people of the State of 
Montana. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Senator Mahoney. 

(The letters, statements, and exhibits follow :) 


Senator NEUBERGER: 


My name is Eugene H. Mahoney and I reside at Thompson Falls, Mont. I have 
served three sessions as a representative from Sanders County and am the sen- 
ator-elect from that county to the Legislature of the State of Montana. 

While I have been selected to present the witnesses for those in favor of the 
principles of the Columbia River Development Corporation, I wish to make it 
clear that I represent the committee for Paradise Dam and express this commit- 
tee’s views principally. However, I believe that the other groups represented 
here and who will testify are in agreement with the views to be expressed by the 
committee. These groups however, will speak for themselves. 

The committee for Paradise Dam endorses the principle of the bill which is the 
subject of this hearing with certain specific reservations. 

As you all know, western Montana has within its boundaries, two principal 
damsites suited for multipurpose development. The Paradise Dam, near Para- 
dise in Sanders County, Mont., with its alternate site at Knowles, also in Sanders 
County and the Libby damsite near Libby in Lincoln County, Mont. Again, I wish 
to state that I am in no way expressing the views of the people of Lincoln 
County. 

We of the Paradise Dam committee feel strongly that this proposed legislation 
should contain a specific reservation of power for at site use and use within the 
State in which the dam is to be constructed, such reservation to be similar to 
the act authorizing the construction of the Hungry Horse Dam and contained in 
paragraph 2A of the proposed Paradise Dam Act. For this reason we are opposed 
to the wording of section 9 of the proposed Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill. We are particularly opposed to the portion of section 9 beginning on 
line 22 of page 21 for the reason that we feel that should the Paradise Dam or 
Knowles Dam be built under the provisions of this section that western Mon- 
tana would have no reservation of power and the power could be sold elsewhere 
to existing preference customers whether they be located within or without the 
State of Montana. We feel further that under the language of this section that 
preference must be given to areas of larger population where industrial devel- 
opment has already taken place or might logically take place with adequate low- 
cost power. We are of the opinion that with a reservation of power to the area 
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where the dam is constructed, industrial development will follow as it did in Flat- 
head County as a result of the reservation of power in the Hungry Horse Dam 
Act. 

The committee for Paradise Dam is not opposed to the principles of this 
proposed legislation but we do with the record to show that we insist that the 
legislation contain specific reservations of power to the area where the few 
remaining multipurpose damsites exist. Unfortunately time did not permit us 
to draft a substitute for the parts we object to but should you desire us to do 
so we shall be happy to submit one at a later date. It is our position that we 
would favor the creation of such a corporation containing the reservation of 
power clause as suggested. 


EuGcene H. MAHONEY. 


(The Western News] 
SoMrEBopy Is Trying to Foot You 
(Miles Romney) 


Elsewhere in this edition an organization disgracing the name of “Upper 
Columbia Development Council” is publishing two paid advertisements which 
grossly misrepresent the facts concerning the “Columbia River Development 
Corporation” legislation (S. 3114) which is to be considered by the Congress 
in the coming session. 

These advertisements infer Montana will lose its water resources if S. 3114 
should be enacted into law. This is untrue. 

They charge that Montana would lose its sovereignty. This is false. 

They declare that the power to locate dams in the Columbia river drainage 
would be vested in hands of persons who would operate the corporation to the 
detriment of Montana. Who locates the dams now? People from without 
Montana have always given the licenses to build dams. For example the Mon- 
tana Power Co. ,is currently negotiating in an attempt to get its Kerr Dam 
license renewed through the Federal Power Commission upon which no 
Montanan ever sat. 

My first impulse upon receiving these advertisements was to refuse to publish 
them because of their gross inaccuracy. However it seems to me that a news- 
paper is at least a quasi-public utility. There are comparatively few news- 
papers, particularly in a given area. It little behooves a publisher to refuse 
publication of material sponsored by others, even if it is a known fraud, as 
are the advertisements to which I refer in this comment. So long as those 
sponsoring material are willing to dignify it with their names, and pay for it, 
it is not the privilege of a publisher to refuse its publication, even though he 
bitterly rejects its content. In the case at hand the sponsoring organization 
is an anonymity except there are a few shadowy figures lurking in the back- 
ground with names of their own. I am convinced, however, that the money 
used to pay for their far-flung advertising and for circulation of their tracts 
is not their own in any considerable measure. It would be interesting indeed 
to know who is putting up the money to wage this war against an effort to 
develop the Columbia River drainage for the benefit of mankind, instead of for 
the benefit of officers and stockholders of the Montana Power Co., the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co., and other beneficiaries of the Nation’s natural 
resources. 

These advertisements offer as postulates the claim Montana is to lose its 
water, its sovereignty. 

Forsooth these same characters are the very ones who support turning over 
the peoples’ birthright—for that is certainly what natural resources are—to a 
favored few to exploit at the expense of the public. Take for example the 
development of Cabinet Gorge and Noxon. Did Montana profit from these 
undertakings of the private power trust? Indeed not, the electrical energy there 
developed flows out of Montana as fast as the wires of Washington Water Power 
Co. can carry it. 

There was no safeguard for that power for Montana; no preference for Mon- 
tana power users. This is in striking contrast to the Federal development of 
Hungry Horse Dam (part of the Bonneville Power Administration setup and 
which would be part of the Columbia River Corporation). Into the law which 
resulted in building Hungry Horse there was written by Senator James Murray 
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and others responsible, the specific stipulation that a large quantity of the power 
to be developed at Hungry Horse would be earmarked for Montana. And it 
has been used in Montana; by the Anaconda Co. at its Flathead aluminum plant, 
by the Victor Chemical Co. at Butte, by various REA groups. 

All of these charges are the shabbiest rubbish and the rapscallions responsible 
for dissemination of such misrepresentation ought to possess the capacity to be 
well aware of it. 

Actually they cannot be positive of even their own misrepresentation because 
the final draft of the bill which they so resolutely oppose was not completed 
and in their hands when they issued their misleading advertisements. 

Although I do not have the final draft of the bill which is just coming from 
the printer in Washington, D.C., at this time, it is clear the Columbia River 
Development Corporation in 8. 3114 does not go nearly so far as did the TVA 
legislation. I personally think it should go as far as TVA. But the proposed 
legislation is a fine step in the right direction. 

This twaddle about saving Montana water for Montana people ought to be 
augmented with deeds by these corporate stool pigeons who give the phrase lip- 
service. Instead they put every possible hurdle in front of the effort to get 
dividends for Montana people from the natural resources of the State. 

The Columbia Corporation legislation will safeguard for Montanans the 
natural resourses of this State. Evidence in this direction has been accumu- 
lating for years in the Tennessee Valley. The five States affected by the TVA 
fight to keep TVA and extend its benefits. There is virtual unanimity among the 
citizens of the TVA States in their determination to protect, preserve, and 
extend that vast system dedicated to the good of all mankind, instead of a paltry 
few. From the most humble person in that area to the city chambers of com- 
merce there extends a solid front in favor of TVA. Yet there are certain people 
in our western Montana area who are so intrigued with transient profit that 
they would sell the river to eternity the manifold blessings that can be realized 
by mankind from adequate development of the Columbia River and its tributar- 
ies. Why do things piecemeal which changing times and increased population 
clearly indicate will have to be done right later? 

The Western News urges all Montanans to study this problem, when the 
facts and bill become abundantly available, and then write their Congressmen 
to fight and work for Federal development of the Columbia with high dams 
at Paradise, at Libby, and Hells Canyon, and for an integrated power system 
which will provide for abundant cheap electrical energy which can provide 
for an easier and more fruitful life for the increasing population of the North- 
west, rather than for scarce electricity dedicated entirely to the cupidity of 
those relatively few persons controlling or owning the private power companies. 

I cannot accept a viewpoint that an all-knowing providence ever built the 
world with its rivers and their power potential with the sole aim to provide 
emoluments to the few and for purpose of exploitation of the many. The crim- 
son sky of a dying day in the Montana panorama must be a reflection of the 
shame that lurks beneath the cheeks of those who would sell out our Common- 
wealth of its public domain. 


Senator Neunercer. Before we conclude, I want to again express 
my appreciation to the administration of the Flathead County High 
School. We have been particularly pleased to have here today quite 
a number of classes of students who have sat in attendance, and I 
think it is well that the hearing record should show the names and 
identities of these classes and the names of their teachers: 

Class in American Government, Mr. LeBlanc. In fact, two classes 
under Mr. LeBlanc in American Government. 

Class in sociology, Miss Schoknecht. 

Class in social studies, Mr. Kambich. 

Class in American Government under Mr. Furlong. 

Class in briefhand under Mr. Hughes. 

Class in American history under Mr. Fisher. 

Class in Psychology under Mr. Mattson. 

Class in English VII, under Mr. Larson. 

And a second class in American history under Mr. Fisher, 
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These are all from the Flathead County High School, our hosts 
today, who have shown us such generous hospitality. 

In addition, from Whitefish High School, the American Govern- 
ment class with teacher, Miss Paugh. 

I wanted to say we are pleased and honored that these students and 
teir teachers have seen this committee session today. 

I feel that, with very few exceptions, the testimony has been 
appropriate, it has been in good taste, it has been vigorous, and it bas 
come from sincere, honest Americans who, according to their own 


best lights, either favor or oppose our Columbia River Regional 
Development Corporation bill. 

The ideas we have received here in Kalispell will be taken back with 
us to Washington. They will be transcribed and printed in the offi- 
cial hearing record and they will be studied by members of the Senate 
Public Works Committee and probably by all members of the United 
States Senate. It will be on the basis of such a hearing record that 
whatever legislation finally emerges will be hammered out in its 
concluding Seis as it goes through the United States Senate or, in 
their wisdom, is rejected by the United States Senate. 

I again want to say I am grateful to the people of Kalispell, and 
particularly to the Flathead County High gchool, for the generous 
hospitality we have had here. 

We stand in recess. 

(Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 4:35 p.m., this date.) 

(Additional statements presented are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF MISSOULA, MISSOULA, 
MONTANA. 


My name is Russell W. Lindborg. I am a businessman in Missoula, Mont., 
and am the duly elected president of the chamber of commerce of Missoula. 
I am appearing here today under orders of the board of directors of that group. 
Membership in the Missoula chamber is by firm, rather than individual, so our 
520 memberships actually represent several thousand persons interested in 
the business welfare of western Montana. I have been ordered to appear here 
today to express the Missoula chamber’s opposition to the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation legislation. 

When hearings were held on S. 3114 last May and June in Washington, D.C., 
the Missoula Chamber of Commerce expressed its strong opposition to this bill 
and to the principle of a Columbia Valley Authority, for which this legislation 
is merely a disguise. Among other things, our objections to the bill were based 
on the fact that: 

1. It proposed a Federal corporation vesting control over the water resources 
of the region in a board of directors who were political appointees ; 

2. The people of the region could not remove any member of the board if they 
became autocratic or abusive to the people; 

3. This Federal corporation would have a tremendous concentration of eco- 
nomic and quasi-political power and would threaten the private enterprise 
economy and freedom of the region. 

We have had a chance to see the new committee draft of the bill, and, in the 
limited time we have had to consider it, we have concluded that the general 
principles embodied in this bill are fully as dangerous as those that were in- 
cluded in 8.3114. Accordingly, we want to register our strong protest against 
enactment of this legislation or any other bill that seeks to replace the will of 
the people by an autocratic type of government directed by an all-powerful 
board of directors with no requirement that these men be responsive to the 
wishes of the people of western Montana. 

The Missoula businessmen who make up the chamber of commerce are vitally 
interested in the growth, development, and prosperity of our State and com- 
munity. We believe such growth, development, and prosperity depend upon 
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the sovereignty of the State of Montana and the participation of investor- 
owned, taxpaying private enterprise. We also believe that Federal Government 
actions ought to be controlled by the Congress, which is responsive to the will 
of the people. 

This proposed Columbia River Development Corporation legislation opposes 
that type of action entirely. 

One of its objectives appears to be the elimination of the private utilities of 
the region and the substitution of a utility responsibility by an all-powerful 
Federal corporation with broad control over the water and power resources of 
the area. 

Our organization is unalterably opposed to this type of legislation. 

The broad powers proposed to be granted a five-man board of directors would 
destroy the sovereignty of the State of Montana. 

There has been an attempt to lull the people of this State by inserting in the 
bill a provision that one director shall be from Montana. However, this means 
nothing because three directors constitute a quorum and two of those directors 
could take any action they desire and force it through by majority vote so that 
almost any matter might be disposed of without the approval of, or over the 
objection of, Montana. 

The Corporation’s power to condemn property leaves the people of western 
Montana faced with the threat of being deprived of their homes and businesses 
if the Corporation takes the position it needs those homes or businesses to 
carry out its purposes. 

In recent weeks, parties interested in seeing more big government such as 
would be brought about by the passage of this legislation, have stated that such 
passage would result in additional industry in western Montana. The Mis- 
soula Chamber of Commerce has been at the forefront for many years in at- 
tracting new industry and the promotion of expansion of existing industry. 
We cannot find one single instance of a legitimate industry refusing to come 
to western Montana because uf a shortage of power or the price of power. 

Finally, we believe that the authority of the Corporation to issue revenue 
bonds, which must be purchased by the Secretary of the Treasury, and to re- 
ceive. appropriations from Congress place a heavy burden on the taxpayers 
of the Nation. At a time when all taxpayers are urging less government, more 
efficient government and a reduction in their heavy taxload, it is improper to 
consider another layer of government, which would be clothed with such broad 
authority to obtain funds. 

The Missoula Chamber of Commerce is opposed to this or any similar legisla- 
tion which follows the familiar valley authority pattern, and we urge this com- 
mittee and the Congress to reject this bill and any future legislation which is 
patterned after it. 

We appreciate the time granted us on this hearing and respectfully request 
that the foregoing testimony be made a part of the record. 


STATEMENT OF THE UPPER COLUMBIA DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 


DECEMBER 8, 1958. 
Senator R1icHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee 
Kalispell, Montana. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: The Upper Columbia Development Council has con- 
sistently opposed the creation of Federal corporations and valley authorities to 
control regional water resources because of the inherently broad powers they 
can exert upon people, States and local governments and the entire economy of 
the affected regions. Our reasons for this opposition were most recently ex- 
pressed in detail in our letter of May 16, 1958, to the chairman of the Senate 
Public Works Committee in connection with S. 3114, the original proposal to 
create a Columbia Valley Development Corporation. 

We have now reviewed the revised version of such bill and our ovposition 
to the estblishment of such a Federal corporation is undiminished. Although 
couched in different language, the bill would continue to give powers to the Cor- 
poration, either express or implied, which would gravely threaten the prin- 
ciple of States rights, State control of water arising within its boundaries, 
and the orderly development of water resources by existing public agencies and 
private enterprise. In addition, the creation of such corporation would destroy 
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the system of checks and balances between levels of government which have been 
characteristic of our political system and which are necessary in preserving 
the rights guaranteed to all citizens under the Constitution. 

Our review of the bill discloses that the proposed, all-powerful Corporation 
would be dominated by political appointees. Both the General Manager and the 
Board of Directors would be appointed by the President. Their allegiance in- 
evitably would run to the Central Government and not to the citizens of the 
region. They would in fact have no legal responsibility to the affected citizens. 

The proposed law contains no provision permitting the actions of the Corpora- 
tion or of its officers to be reviewed by any State or local court or official body. 
On the contrary, should citizens bring a suit in a State or local court against the 
Corporation in redress of grievances or otherwise, the case could be summarily 
removed to Federal courts on petitions of the Corporation alone. 

Although this bill, like its predecessor, provides for an advisory council, a 
majority of such council would be handpicked appointees of the Corporation and 
hence subservient to the Corporation’s dictates. In addition, the advisory council 
has no powers, its recommendations need not be adopted by the Corporation, and 
it would be totally ineffective in protecting the rights of the States and of 
individuals. 

The bill disclaims any plan or intent to interfere with the laws of any State 
relating to the rights of users of water. Yet the bill contains provisions per- 
mitting the Corporation to exert tremendous influence in a number of ways which 
could be harmful to these and other rights and to the development of water re- 
sources which is now being adequately furthered by existing agencies and or: 
ganizations. 

For example, the Corporation could intervene in any proceeding relating to an 
application to the Federal Power Commission for a license for any water re- 
source project in the Pacific Northwest over which the Commission has jurisdic- 
tion. Thus, the Corporation could block or delay the issuance of licenses for 
projects which the economic demands of the region may call for. 

The Corporation would also be given the power to intervene in any proceeding 
before any other Federal, State, or local body in any matter which the Corpora- 
tion alone believes would affect its responsibilities. This all-inclusive power to 
intervene would permit the Corporation to exert its influence before any Federal, 
State, or local court on any matter which in any way affects the Corporation’s 
assumed responsibilities. This and other provisions merely serve to strengthen 
rather than to weaken the effect of recent court decisions upholding the priority 
of power over other uses of water, including irrigation, in matters affecting 
Federal power projects. 

A number of provisions in the bill indicates that the dominant purpose of the 
Corporation would be the production of power to the disadvantage of other uses 
of water in the region. The bill contains provisions clothing the Corporation 
with an areawide utility responsibility, and not only authorizes the Corporation 
to require that other Federal agencies build and operate power-producing facili- 
ties in Federal multipurpose projects, but also requires such agencies to deliver 
to the Corporation the power produced at Federal facilities. It contains provi- 
sions authorizing the Corporation to finance, out of public funds, the power 
features of Federal multipurpose projects, and, as indicated above it contains 
provisions permitting the Corporation to acquire by condemnation, real and per- 
sonal property. 

These provisions and others, such as the power to intervene in proceedings 
before the Federal Power Commission and the authority to allocate new supplies 
of power according to its own dictates, could mean the eventual extinction of 
free-enterprise utilities in the region with consequent damage to private enter- 
prise and great loss to the tax base of State and local government. 

The bill, of course, provides that all of these activities shall be carried on at 
the expense of the taxpayer. The Corporation could be financed both by con- 
gressional appropriations and by the issuance of bonds which must be purchased 
by the Secretary of the Treasury. These bonds, in amounts up to $750 million, 
must be purchased by the Treasury, even if such purchase compels the Treasury 
to exceed the statutory debt limit. The provision fixing the interest on such 
bonds at a rate lower than the Government must pay on its long-term securities 
amounts to a further subsidy to the Corporation at the taxpayer’s expense. 

In summary, we reiterate our strong opposition to the enactment of the bill 
for the following reasons: 
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1. It would vest enormous power over the economy, the resources, and the 
people of the region in a small group of political appointees who would have 
no legal responsibility to the States, local governments, or the people concerned. 

2. It would not adequately protect State water laws and the rights of the 
States to the control of waters arising within their boundaries but would in fact 
authorize the Corporation to interfere with the exercise of those rights. 

3. It would threaten local utilization of water for nonpower purposes and 
would place the use of water for the production of power in a dominant posi- 
tion over other uses. 

} 4. It would tend to socialize the power industry and could cause the eventual 
extinction of the investor-owned utilities of the region. 

5. It would create an added burden on the taxpayers, and could result in great 
loss in taxes to the States and local governments with consequent financial 
damage to education, county and city services, and the functions performed by 
State government. 

For these reasons we urge your committee to act unfavorably on this pro- 
posed legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
UprerR COLUMBIA DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, 
Ray M. Loman, President. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD G. LARSON, RONAN, MONT. 


My name is Floyd G. Larson and I live in Ronan, Mont., where I have been 
employed on the Ronan Pioneer for the past 5 years and am now serving as 
news editor. I have lived in Montana all of my life and in western Montana 
since 1946. I feel, by reason of occupation and over 12 years of residency in 
western Montana, I have a knowledge of western Montana problems and how 
many of my fellow citizens feel about them. 

I know that today when I speak on this proposed Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation, that the personal views I express are shared by many west- 
ern Montanans. I know this is especially true of those—and I find there are 
many—who share my conviction that this proposal is intended to be America’s 
biggest socialistic experiment to date. 

The text of the revised draft which we are now discussing condemns the 
proposed Corporation as socialism. 

The definition of socialism commonly accepted is State ownership of natural 
resources and control over the development and distribution. The proposal 
under consideration has all the ingredients needed to fulfill this socialistic ob- 
jective in the field of water-resource development in the Pacific Northwest. 

Section 2 charges the Corporation to assume the responsibility of water- 
resource development in the region to—and I quote—“assist the fullest prac- 
ticable comprehensive development * * *” and is created as an instrumentality 
of the United States. In effect, this is State ownership, one ingredient of 
socialism. 

Section 3 would give this instrumentality control over all existing Federal 
projects to carry out the purposes of the act. Section 4 would give the Corpo- 
ration power to acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or donation, such 
real and personal property as it may find necessary or appropriate to carry 
out the provisions of the act. 

Section 7 would give the Corporation the right to intervene in any applica- 
tion under the Federal Power Act it deems contrary to its interests and may 
intervene before any other Federal, State or local body in any matter, the 
Board of Directors may feel affects its responsibilities. 

Under these sections, the Corporation will have access to direct or indirect 
control over existing and future water resources. This power is unlimited in 
scope because under section 8, projects are defined as “any water resource 
development which includes electrical generation or by controlling stream 
flows directly affects electric power production and any thermal or atomic- 
powered plant for the generation of electric power.” 

Ownership, to all practical purposes, and control of the water resource de- 
velopment is virtually granted the Corporation in the above sections. Under 
section 9, the control over distribution and marketing is granted with the broad 
authorization to construct transmission lines, generation plants and in general 
giving the Corporation the responsibility of meeting the net power needs of the 
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public—in other words, the market—as a wholesaler and the right to enter into 
contracts for such services. 

Furthermore control over distribution is given in the authorization to supply 
new supplies of power “so as to assure that there shall be no unreasonable 
geographic concentration of the power sold by the Corporation, taking into 
account the location of power-producing projects, and other physical contribu- 
tions to the generation of power, the population, and the promotion of the di- 
versified agricultural, industrial and economic development, of the several 
States of the basin, consistent with the preference provisions of sections 4 and 
5 hereof within any State or area.” 

Here is another ingredient of socialism—authorization to use Corporation 
developed power in any manner the board of directors deem necessary to 
further their objectives; which under this act they would be able to legally 
implement under the broad mandate in section 2. 

With this power to control distribution in the region the directors, who must 
profess a belief in the wisdom and feasibility of the act, could allocate power 
supplies as a reward to those who support the Corporation’s actions and could 
punish those who do not. Here is an open invitation to political manipulation 
of our economy and of our democratic processes on a scale unheard of in Ameri- 
ean history. 

That this proposal is socialistic in intent is further evidenced by section 16 
which would amend section 11 of the Bonneville Power Act to give the Corpora- 
tion the right to finance its own projects with revenue-producing bonds which 
the U.S. Treasury is obligated to buy. This provision removes almost entirely 
direct congressional control over the Corporation and experience has shown 
that Federal agencies are best controlled in the interests of the people by retain- 
ing congressional control over their purses. But before us today is a proposal 
to reject the wisdom of the Congress for that of five men, which I cannot 
conceive of being infallible all the times. 

Further proof of socialistic intent can be found in the clause in section 11 
which amends the BPA to give the Corporation the right to determine its own 
rates without review by any other Federal or State regulating agencies. Only 
in socialistic philosophy can such a privilege be permitted a natural monopoly 
such as a public utility. 

In my study over the past several years of water resource development needs 
in the Pacific Northwest and in western Montana, I cannot see any logical 
or economic need for this proposed corporation. This very lack of need leads 
me to only conclude the obvious thing and that is the proposal is designed to 
socialize the electric power industry behind the respectable front of a cor- 
porate economic structure. 

The progress made by Federal, non-Federal, and private agencies in power 
development is a matter of record and that record clearly refutes any eco- 
nomic basis for the proposal before us. 

It is my personal feeling that our electric power needs would have to become 
quite drastic before the socialistic proposal before us could be acceptable. 
Socialism is a high price to pay for immediate material gains—if any—and 
it is a price that I do not believe the majority of western Montanans and the 
citizens of our sister States in the basin are ready to pay. 

I urge rejection of this proposed Columbia River Development Corporation 
in its entirety as being without economic or social need and only a devious 
device to establish socialism in the region at the expense of our personal 
freedom and the freedom of our children. 

Montana does not need socialism to solve its water resource problems. The 
-acific Northwest does not need socialism to solve its water resource problems. 
America does not need this Corporation and I hope the men and women in the 
Congress who represent us will not let Montana, her sister States in the region 
and America down by permitting this proposal to come into being. 

I want to thank you, Senator Neuberger, and the members of your staff 
for this opportunity to speak on this subject and sincerely hope that my 
contribution will be helpful to all of you. 

Fioyp G. LARSON, 
Ronan, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF DoNALD W. THorp, MASTER, MoIESE GRANGE No. 118, Morese, Mont. 


My name is Donald W. Thorpe, from Moiese, Mont. I am Master of Moiese 
Grange No. 118, which I am representing here today. The Moiese Grange first 
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made its views known on the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation 
in a letter on June 6, 1958. That letter was sent to various Senators across the 
country. I would like to read that original letter which stated our position on 
Senate bill 3114. 

“Dear SENATOR: We, the members of Moiese Grange No. 118, wish to express 
our strong oppositon to the creation of a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion as provided for in 8S. 3114. 

“Such a Corporation would concentrate far too much power in the hands of a 
few, giving them appropriative powers that are reserved for our Congress, and 
giving them broad powers of control over the people and over the resource con- 
servation and development of this region without fully protecting the economic 
well-being and the rights of the individuals and of the States affected. Our 
free enterprise system would be jeopardized by the corporate power of veto over 
the resource development by anyone other than the Corporation itself. The 
wishes and recommendations of the people may be heard by the Corporation, but 
there is nothing to require that it abide by them. 

“The people of this region have consistently rejected any measures in the past 
which would create an authority type superstate. The Columbia River Devel- 
opment Corporation bill is definitely of that nature, and we ask for and urge 
your support against its enactment into law by our Congress.” 

We would like to reaffirm our original opposition to this bill. While we recog- 
nize the fact that several modifications to the original bill have been made, we 
do not believe that the basic concept of the bill has been changed enough to war- 
rant our support. 

This proposed bill is still designed for the concentration of power over the 
water resources and development of the Northwest. The Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation would not be subject to the regulations of a private cor- 
poration in its plan for development of the Columbia River Basin. 

We believe that the future of the Northwest lies in the continued development 
of its water resources by tax paying, free enterprise, subject to control by our 
Federal Government and influenced by the will of the people. 


DoNALD W. THORP, 
Master, Moiese Grange No. 118. 


STATEMENT or R. H. RosBINsSON, COUNSEL, MISSOULA MERCANTILE Co. 


A review of the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation measure 
points to the glaring defect of the violation of the principle of representative 
government. This measure removes from the Congress the right to speak or 
how money shall be spent in the development of the natural resources of the 
region, thus removing the right of expression from the people of the areas 
affected. Under the proposed bill, control of basin development has been taken 
from local, State, and Federal Government and placed in the hands of five di- 
rectors appointed by the President, not answerable to nor responsible to any 
agency of government. The principle of representative government has been 
completely abrogated and a potentially highly dictatorial corporation will have 
been established to control the destiny of the region in both its economic and 
social aspects. It is well recognized and accepted that control of the natural 
resources of a region means control of its people. 

The right to build, the right to issue revenue bonds guaranteed by Government 
without recourse, the right to make unlimited expenditures all lie within the 
provisions of this measure. 

When all of this authority is placed in one administrative office we seek to 
find wherein rests the control to the unlimited discretion of the administration. 
Or, wherein rests the response to a studied plan for the development of the 
region. The answers to these inquiries are not found in this proposal. Thus, 
with any control having been lifted by the corporate body from local, State, 
and Federal Government, our belief would be that the principle of democratic 
self-determination has also been removed and we will find ourselves in the grip 
of a highly socialized entity which certainly is inimical to the best interests of 
the people. 

Therefore, on the basis of protecting the principle of democratic self-govern- 
ment, as a citizen of the headwaters of the region, I respectfully protest the so- 
called corporate bill and request this measure be not given further consideration. 


R. H. Rosinson, 
Counsel, Missoula Mercantile Co. and Kalispell Mercantile Co. 
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STATEMENT OF SAM MACLAY, LOLo, Monr. 


I am Sam Maclay, farmer, of Lolo, Mont. I have asked time in this hearing 
to express my unqualified disapproval of the philosophy of public ownership of 
basic industry and production enterprises. 

Secondly, I want to voice criticism of certain glaring ambiguities and dan- 
gerous examples of legal doubletalk contained in the proposed corporation 
legislation known as 8. 3114. 

Now, as to my objection to Government ownership and operation of basic 
industry and production enterprises. These United States started out some 180 
years ago dedicated to the theory that that government was best that governed 
least. Our Founding Fathers remembered the despotic systems of Europe that 
had forced their people to leave the ancestral homes in that far-off land and 
cast their fortunes in the wilderness of a new world. 

They, our Founding Fathers, feared big government and wrote into the Con- 
stitution a very few carefully specified powers and duties of central government. 
All other aspects, powers, and duties of government were left to the individual 
to be established and enforced through the township, county, municipal, and 
State organizations that were most directly responsible to him and responsive 
to his will. In a word, government was to them tolerable only so long as it 
kept the peace among its citizens, provided for public safety and defense, col 
lected taxes to pay for its processes, and recognized the dignity and freedom 
of the citizens. 

The above formula, simple though it be, should apply to government now, 
as in the past. However, as the notion grew and Central Government increas- 
ingly usurped the powers originally given to local governmental units, the 
pattern has changed until, far from being the servant of the citizen, Central 
Government has become the master, and the freedom and dignity of the indi- 
vidual is by way of being lost entirely. 

And now comes a new element into the picture—the regional or area authority, 
set up by act of Congress and operating across State lines without regard to 
the wishes of the people within the area. In the case of 8S. 3114 it deals with 
water and power but, if a corporation can be made for one natural resource, 
there seems no reason why others, having control over other kinds of resources, 
might not be created. Might we not have an authority to develop minerals 
or fisheries or any number of things? The possibilities are limitless and the 
implications are appalling. 

In every case these authorities or, more recently, corporations, may and are 
expected to go into competition with the free enterprise that works in its fleld 
and pays taxes to support the Government. Thus we have the Government in 
active competition with the enterprise that pays the bills and there is no power 
to stop such destructive processes. 

Moreover, Congress will have surrendered legislative powers so that edicts, 
regulations, and simple rules have the power and effect of law and they can 
be used to destroy competition at the whim of the Commissioners. More alarm- 
ing still, we find Federal courts having original jurisdiction in litigation involv- 
ing the authority so that it is entirely possible that we could find the Supreme 
Court supervising the destruction of all free enterprise operating within the 
purview of an authority or corporation. Thus the end is complete Government 
ownership and operation of all industry which is socialism and leads, inevitably, 
to planned economy wherein the state is supreme and the citizen has lost all 
dignity and freedom of person or action. 

The only way we may forecast the future is by a study of the past. As Al 
Smith used to say “Let us look at the record.” The record in these situations 
is frightening. Perhaps those who advocate these things wish such an end 
result. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. BROWNING, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman, my name is William H. Browning, executive vice president 
of the Montana Chamber of Commerce. I am appearing in behalf of our or- 
ganization, which has business support from the majority of counties of Mon- 
tana, as opposing the proposed amendments to the Bonneville Project Act 
with reference to the establishment of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation. 
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During its 28-year history the Montana Chamber of Commerce has conducted 
an active State-level program of development for the State of Montana, as a 
whole. Our organization was one of the leading forces in establishing the State 
Water Conservation Board which has had an excellent record of water de- 
velopment in Montana. In addition to ours there are other Montana organiza- 
tions devoted to industrial and resource development. 

Our members have consistently and unalterably opposed various attempts 
to set up any kind of valley authority or Federal domination of our water- 
resource development. We have consistently endorsed a policy favoring com- 
petitive private enterprise development of our water resources. We have con- 
tinued to oppose Government in business, which results in tax exempt and tax 
subsidized competition that is unfair to tax-paying private enterprise, and to the 
citizens of the Nation. 

We are on record with our water policy statements, opposing Federal domina- 
tion of water resources, before the President’s Water Resources Policy Com- 
mission of 1950; the Task Force on Water Resources and Power of the Commis- 
sion on organization of the executive branch of the Government June 28, 1954; 
and other agencies in public hearings. 

We are on record in opposition to legislation S. 2206 and S. 3114 of the 85th 
Congress, to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation, in hearings 
before the subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate. 

We believe the record of investor-owned water-development projects shows a 
willingness on the part of taxpaying citizens to meet the needs of the area, and 
gives adequate evidence of their willingness and ability to meet future demands. 

At our 28th annual convention, held November 5—6, 1958, in Great Falls, the 
membership of the Montana Chamber of Commerce again took opposition to the 
Columbia Valley Corporate Authority Legislation in resolution No. 2, adopted 
by the members, officers and directors, November 6. I submit resolution No. 2, 
of November 6, 1958, as our latest action of opposition to corporate authority or 
Federal domination of our area’s power and water resources. 

Resolution No. 2, adopted November 6, 1958: 


COLUMBIA VALLEY CORPORATE AUTHORITY LEGISLATION 


Whereas legislation was introduced into the 1958 Congress under S. 3114, 
Columbia Valley Corporate Authority which would create the Columbia Valley 
Development Corporation to develop water and power in the Northwest region of 
the United States; and 

Whereas, many of the features of Columbia Valley Corporate Authority legis- 
lation are so similar to other valley authorities, such as TVA, which would create 
a multi-billion dollar government-in-business Federal corporation controlled by 
five individuals, to expand, own, and operate the Federal power industry in four 
of these States to the exclusion of private enterprise, and 

Whereas, the Corporation would have dominant control over the water re- 
sources of the area without the check-and-balance procedures of appropriative 
processes, and 

Whereas, this Corporation would be tax-free and otherwise tax-subsidized 
without restrictions that are placed on private industry, and 

Whereas, the Corporation could take over activities of State and other Federal 
agencies doing water conservation and development work, and would likely 
crowd out all or nearly all of the investor-owned power utilities of the Northwest, 
and 

Whereas, this legislation could have disastrous effects on irrigation rights and 
uses ; and 

Whereas the Montana Chamber of Commerce has previously opposed this 
legislation and similar type legislation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montana Chamber of Commerce be on record as opposing 
the Columbia Valley Corporation legislation under S. 3114 of the last Congress, 
or any other similar type legislation, that would create a valley authority law 
or create a Federal authority that would have dominant control of private 
enterprise and State development of the water resources of Montana and urge 
its executive board of directors to go on record at the Kalispell hearing, Decem- 
ber 11, 1958, with this opposition. 


(Signed) Wruram S. Brownina, 
Executive Vice President, Montana Chamber of Commerce. 








vw PP 
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STATEMENT OF GRACE WINTERS, PRESIDENT, DEMOCRATIC WOMEN’S CLUB 
OF MISSOULA COUNTY 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Grace Winters. I live at Bonner. I am president 
of the Democratic Women’s Club of Missoula County, appearing on instruction 
of the executive board of the club, with the request that I be permitted to read 
a letter approved by it at a meeting held on December 6, 1958, and that the 
letter be included in the record. 


Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: In 1908, President Theodore Roosevelt called the 
first Governors’ Conference on Conservation. In the 50 years since that historic 
meeting, conservation of natural resources has been recognized as a responsibil- 
ity of the Federal Government. 

In Roosevelt’s words: 

“As I have said elsewhere, the conservation of natural resources is the funda- 
mental problem. Unless we solve that problem it will avail us little to solve 
all others. To solve it, the whole Nation must undertake the task * * *” 
(speech at Memphis, Oct. 4, 1907). 

“Of all the questions which can come before this Nation, short of the actual 
preservation of its existence in a great war, there is none which compares in 
importance with the great central task of leaving this land even a better land 
for our descendants than it is for us, and training them into a better race to 
inhabit the land and pass it on. Conservation is a great moral issue.” (Osa- 
watomie, Kans., Aug. 31, 1910.) 

May I present with our testimony two pamphlets which have guided our 
thinking and from which these quotations, and others appearing later are taken. 
They are too long to be printed in the record. Possibly, they could be incorpo- 
rated by reference. 

One pamphlet is entitled “Theodore Roosevelt on the Conservation and Devel- 
opment of Natural Resources,” published in celebration of the 50th anniversary 
of the Governors’ conference. The other is a speech by Senator James E. Mur- 
ray, “Theodore Roosevelt and the Conservation Movement,” which you yourself 
presented, and for the printing of which as a Senate document you secured 
unanimous consent. 

That we, a Democratic organization, use the words of a Republican President 
is symbolic of the fact that for over 50 years the United States has a bipartisan 
policy on conservation. The bill under discussion today does not change that 
policy. It is simply an improvement on the means whereby that policy is to be 
earried out. 

We support the bill in principle because we believe : 

1. The Government corporation method of financing dams by revenue bonds 
will mean that the dams can be built more quickly than by the present method 
of annual appropriations. Further, the easy, low-cost dams have already been 
built. It is more and more difficult to secure the enormous appropriations re- 
quired by the high-cost dams, even though they are entirely feasible both from 
an engineering standpoint, and an economic standpoint, the benefit-cost ratio. 

Thes high-cost dams could not be built by the private utilities because of the 
enormous burden of high interest which would require high consumer rates and 
consequent low consumption. Therefore, the extent to which the hydropotential 
of the Columbia will be developed may well depend upon whether a Federal bond 
revenue-financing bill is, or is not, passed. 

2. A corporation to plan for generation of power at multipurpose sites in the 
Columbia Basin as a whole, will be able to secure maximum feasible develop- 
ment, and will be an improvement on the present system of piecemeal, inter- 
mittent planning by several Government agencies. 

3. Government construction of the few, large multipurpose dams will not 
injure private-profit, stockholder-owned companies, or municipal or cooperative 
utilities. There is plenty of room on the Columbia for both public and private 
dams. Both types are needed as yardsticks to check each other in economy, 
flexibility, efficiency, rates, and service to the public. The Kerr Dam at: Polson, 
where Montana Power Co. installed a third generator as a result of upstream 
storage at Hungry Horse, is an example of the way large, Government, flood- 
a dams are of benefit to all downstream installations, public and private 
alike. 
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4. Rapid expansion of our national power supply from all sources is essential 
in the national interest. While there is disagreement between the Chief of Engi- 
neers and the Federal Power Commission as to the relative rates of expansion of 
power facilities in the United States and Russia, everyone agrees that Russia 
has declared its intention to surpass us, economically as well as in military 
capability. 

There is nationwide determination that this must not be permitted to happen. 
Since power is requisite for both defense production and healthy economic 
growth to keep pace with our mushrooming population, we should make use of 
the governmental mechanism best adapted to full and rapid expansion. We 
believe the Government corporation meets this test. 

While approving the bill in principle, we have one reservation about it. It 
does not contain provision for specific reservation of power in the area where 
it is generated. Because the storing of water at large upstream reservoirs 
for release during low-water season creates benefits for every downstream dam, 
sometimes greater benefits than the power generated at the dam itself, the 
area which is inundated to create that storage and those benefits, and whose 
property is thereby taken off the taxrolls, must be safeguarded and assured 
of benefits which will, at the very minimum, equal the value of the taxes it 
loses. -Precedent of this exists in the Hungry Horse Act of 1944. 

The omnibus Rivers and Harbors-Flood Control bill of 1958 provided that 
“a reasonable amount” of power be made available for use in the State where 
it is generated, the allocation to be made by the Secretary of the Interior. 

We prefer specific allocation as written into the Hungry Horse Act, and into 
the committee print of a bill to authorize Paradise Dam here in Montana, 
released by the Senate Interior Committee on August 22, 1957. 

Without some such safeguard for areas to be flooded we feel fairly sure 
the Montana congressional delegation could not support the Corporation bill. 
It might well be that the delegations of other upstream States where flooding 
would occur would take a similar position. 

Results of the recent general election in the counties adjacent to the Paradise 
site, where Paradise was the hot local issue, indicate the popularity of the 
project. Election figures will doubtless be presented to you in detail in other 
testimony. It is generally felt that the Corporation bill and the Paradise 
bill would be mutually advantageous. With the safeguard just mentioned we 
believe the Corporation bill would have wide support in western Montana. 

It is impossible to form an opinion on either of these bills without taking 
into account the nature of the opposition. 

It is well organized, apparently well financed. It uses, and, to give the 
devil his due, uses very skillfully, just as does ECAP’s anti-public-power 
advertising campaign, the emotionally charged word the cliche that answers 
its own question. The uniform pattern throughout the area during the weeks 
prior to both the Paradise and Columbia Corporation hearings lead most 
observers to believe that it comes from a central source. 

Who but the power company or companies would have a motive for such 
expensive activities? 

May we close with another quotation from President Theodore Roosevelt? 

“The people of the country are threatened by a monopoly far more powerful, 
because in a far closer touch with their domestic and industrial life, than 
anything known to our experience * * * 

“To give away, without condition, this, one of the greatest of our resources, 
would be an act of folly. If we are guilty of it, our children will be forced 
to pay an annual return upon a capitalization based upon the highest prices 
which the ‘traffic will bear.’ They will find themselves face to face with powerful 
interests entrenched behind the doctrine of ‘vested rights’ and strengthened 
by every defense which money can buy and the ingenuity of able corporation 
lawyers can devise * * * 

“The great corporations are acting with foresight, singleness of purpose, and 
vigor to control the water powers of the country * * * 

“T esteem it my duty to use every endeavor to prevent this growing monopoly, 
the most threatening which has ever appeared, from being fastened upon the 
people of this Nation.” (James River veto message, Jan. 15, 1909.) 

Respectfully, 
Grace M. WINTERS, 
President. 
EVELYN A. BOYER, 
Secretary, Democratic Women’s Club of Missoula County. 
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STATEMENT OF WINTON WEDEMEYER, MASTER, MONTANA STATE GRANGE 


My name is Winston Wedemeyer; my address is Fortine, Mont. As master 
of the Montana State Grange, I speak for that farm organization having ap- 
proximately 1,500 dues-paying members within the Columbia River drainage 
in this State. 

The Montana State Grange has consistently supported water conservation 
and development plans which are necessary, economically sound, and not unduly 
destructive of existing important land and water use values; and which provide 
adequate protection to the needs, interests, and rights of Montana citizens. 

We have just as consistently opposed the establishment of any valley authority 
system for the Columbia River, and this stand was reaffirmed with special 
reference to the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation plan by 
delegates to our annual convention on June 14 of this year. 

Although a few of the objectionable features of the first seven drafts of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill prepared by the Northwest Public 
Power Association have been modified in the latest version, the general objec- 
tives of the proposed legislation remain unchanged. 

The main objective, as we interpret the bill, is to create a regional corporation 
having no direct responsibility to the citizens of the area; and to vest in it 
potential monopoly control of the hydroelectric power resources of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries. Public statements of proponents of the measure 
indicate that a concurrent objective is to speed the rate of project authoriza- 
tion and construction. 

Provisions of the bill support our belief that it is designed to achieve progress 
toward an ultimate goal of monopoly control of the hydroelectric power resources 
of the Columbia River system. 

The Corporation would be empowered to control and market all energy pro- 
duced in the area by Federal projects; to secure possession and control of all 
property and interests of Federal agencies involved in hydroelectric projects 
of the region; to acquire and construct generating plants and transmission 
lines; to purchase, exchange, store, and sell water. Ability to crowd private 
utilities from the area would be afforded by provisions of the bill en- 
abling the Corporation to make its own cost allocations, setting up substantial 
portions of the cost of Federal multiple-purpose projects to nonreimbursable 
items, thus reducing the cost of power production; to set its own rates for 
electric energy; and to require the Federal Government to purchase its revenue 
bonds at cost. 

The Corporation would have power to require submission for its approval of 
plans for any dam or water control structure on the Clumbia river or any of 
its tributaries. 

The second and complementary objective of speeding the progress of water- 
development project authorization and construction in the Columbia River 
Basin is evidenced both by provisions of the bill and statements of its sup- 
porters. 

The Corporation would have power to survey, plan, and program the develop- 
ment of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest. This program, to meet 
the bill’s requirement for maximum flow of the Columbia River at The Dalles, 
would of necessity call for and help to force the construction of proposed reser- 
voirs in Montana and other upstream areas which have not received general 
approval by the residents affected. 

Necessary financing, according to published statements of sponsors of the bill, 
could more readily be provided than under the existing appropriations process 
for Federal projects. 

In a report submitted to this Senate committee in May of this year, the 
Secretary of the Army stated that development of the Columbia River has kept 
pace with requirements for power, and that existing plans will care for antici- 
pated requirements. Thus, it appears that the objective of faster development 
is not based upon necessity, but is predicated mainly on the primary objective 
of establishing eventual monopoly control of the hydroelectric power potential 
of the Columbia River system. 

The grange in Montana is vigorously opposed to concentration of economic 
power without adequate regulation by the citizens affected. We maintain that 
Montana residents are entitled to an effective voice in the use and development 
of waters arising within or flowing through our State. 

We believe it wise and just that regulated private enterprise be afforded fair 
opportunity to assist in the development of the hydroelectric power resources 
of the Northwest. 
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Therefore, the Montana State Grange is strongly opposed to the enactment of 
the Columbia River Development Corporation bill or other legislation having 
similar objectives. 


STATEMENT OF FLATHEAD COUNTY POMONA GRANGE 


I am Lloyd Fagerland, a farmer residing in the northwestern part of Flathead 
County. At a regular meeting of the Grange the proposed Columbia River 
Development Corporation bill was discussed and I was authorized to present 
at this hearing the opposition of the Flathead County Grange to such bill. 

I therefore respectfully submit the following resolution. 

Be it resolved, By Flathead County Pomona Grange that we oppose the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation bill for the following reasons: 

1. It is contrary to the principles of constitutional American Government in 
that it takes from the Federal Government and from the States broad and im- 
portant powers affecting water, the generation and sale of power, recreation, 
fish and wildlife, pollution and watershed control, and places such powers in the 
hands of 5 Corporation Directors appointed by the President and in many re- 
spects beyond the control of Congress, the courts and even the President. 

2. We believe that the enactment of this bill would eventually lead to an ab- 
solute power monopoly by the Federal Government in this region and that this 
would be as objectionable as having an uncontrolled private power monopoly. 

3. We recognize the feasibility and necessity of storage dams in the upper 
Columbia drainage, however we do not believe that it is necessary to establish 
any such Corporation to accomplish this development, It seems to us that this 
can be done under existing laws and agencies and that these existing laws would 
better protect the interests of Montana than the Columbia River Development 
Corporation. 

4. We are opposed to the principle of this bill and would oppose it as long as 
the basic philosophy remains the same even though some changes were made 
in the bill: Be it further, 

Resolved, That such a bill ought not to go further than to authorize the making 
of a complete factual study of the Columbia River Basin, to be available to 
Congress and the States and by private industry: Be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be presented at the hearing to be held on such 
bill in Kalispell on December 11, 1958. 

I therefore as master of such Flathead County Grange and pursuant to such 
resolution, hereby submit the same this 11th day of December 1958. 

LLOYD FAGERLAND, 
Master of Flathead County Pomona Grange. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
December 17, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAVEZ: I am enclosing a resolution just received from the 
Bremerton Chamber of Commerce concerning the proposal that a Columbia 
River Development Corporation be created. 

Perhaps it will be possible for you to make this a part of the hearing record 
made recently in the Pacific Northwest regarding this proposal. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
Warren G. Maanuson, U.S. Senator. 


BREMERTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Bremerton, Wash., December 11, 1958. 
Senator WarREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: With reference to the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion to be presented at the forthcoming session of the 86th Congress, for your 
information the Bremerton Chamber of Commerce has taken the following action. 

After studying the terms of this proposed legislation, we wish to go on record 
as opposing this act. 
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In our opinion this bill is generally inimical to local control of our own eco- 
nomic destiny here in the Pacific Northwest inasmuch as it effects the placement 
of altogether too much power in an appointive agency too far removed from the 
people of the area. Further, it seems to ask that Congress surrender powers 
traditionally vested in it by the people who elect them and to whom they are 
directly responsible. Our many pleasant and direct relationships with our 
Senators and Representutives over a long period of time causes us to face with 
real dread of the consequences the transfer of this direct relationship to a super- 
authority such as is contemplated in this act. 

Unanimously passed by the board of directors at their meeting, December 
5, 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. A. BENSON, M.D., President. 


INLAND Power & LIGHT Co., 
Spokane, Wash., December 1, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
The Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The Washington Rural Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion unanimously passed the following resolution at its meeting held on June 
20, 1958 : 

“We endorse and support in principle the proposal for a regional power cor- 
poration. We express appreciation to Senator Neuberger for the preliminary 
hearings which he conducted, and we urge further hearings here in the Pacific 
Northwest.” 

We would like to have this resolution included in the hearings for the Columbia 
River development bill. 

Very truly yours, 
WASHINGTON RuRAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Rosert B. SM1tH, Secretary. 


PUGET SOUND Power & LicHT Co., 
Seattle, Wash., December 4, 1958. 
Re bill to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia 
River Development Corporation. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKsS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Please be advised that Puget Sound Power & Light Co. is 
strongly opposed to this bill. There are set forth below this company’s basic ob- 
jections to the proposed legislation. 

1. The general purpose of the bill is wrong in that it provides for the develop- 
ment and control of the power resources of the Pacific Northwest by a Federal 
corporation, whereas such resources should be developed and controlled locally— 
with Federal participation on a partnership basis. 

2. The bill endangers all existing electric systems in the Pacific Northwest for 
the Corporation would have the power to destroy existing publicly and privately 
owned electric systems by condemning such systems or vital portions thereof. 

8. The Corporation, which is wholly unregulated, would, through control of 
rates and practices, have an economic stranglehold on the Pacific Northwest and 
would be in a position to discriminate in favor of one State and against another. 

4. The authority given in the bill, for the Corporation to intervene in proceed- 
ings before the Federal Power Commission upon applications for power licenses, 
upon the mere ground that the Corporation has plans for the development, 
would discourage any local entity from going to the very substantial expense 
involved in the making of an application for a license. 

5. The right of priority over new industrial loads accorded to the private utili- 
ties under their 20-year power contracts with Bonneville would be virtually 
nullified by the provisions of subsections (c) of section 17 of the act, which reads: 

“The Corporation shall assume all of the obligations and liabilities of the 
United States pertaining to any properties and contracts transferred to the 
Corporation, except that in the sale or disposition of energy from any generating 
facility completed after the effective date of this act the Corporation shall not 
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be bound by the provision of any contract which purports to restrict sales for 
industrial purposes in any manner not expressly provided for by this act.” 

This would mean that the United States would be repudiating a contractual 
commitment. 

One purpose of the hearings which you are conducting on this bill is to as- 
certain public sentiment. Accordingly, you will be interested in the results of 
the survey of public opinion in the Puget Sound-Cascade region made in mid- 
1958 by Louis Harris and associates. This survey shows that there has been a 
steady growth of sentiment in support of the private-public partnership concept 
in electric power development. The 1958 survey shows a 2-to-1 margin in favor 
of the development of large power projects jointly by private companies and 
either local public agencies or the Federal Government as compared with a mar- 
gin of 4 to 3 in 1957. The survey also shows a rejection of the idea of primary 
dependence on the Federal Government for power development by a margin of 
5 to 1 in 1958 as compared with a margin of 3 to 1 in 1957. It is thus apparent 
that since the bill provides for complete domination of the power resources of 
the Pacific Northwest by the Federal Government, it is just the opposite of 
what the people of this area want. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK MCLAUGHLIN, President. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. MARLOW, SECRETARY-MANAGER, MONTANA CONTRACTORS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Senator Neuberger and Representatives, Senate Public Works Committee, my 
name is J. W. Marlow, and I am secretary-manager of the Montana Contractors’ 
Association, a group of general contractors engaged exclusively in heavy and 
highway construction. This association comprises 60 such general contractors 
and, in addition, there are as many other firms holding associate memberships 
who are closely related to heavy construction in Montana. 

We appear here today in opposition to proposed bill S. 3114. We have sum- 
marized our protest to this proposed legislation in the form of a resolution 
adopted by the board of directors of the Montana Contractors’ Association on No- 
vember 18,1958. This resolution, unanimously adopted, is as follows: 

“Whereas a hearing will be conducted at Kalispell, Mont., December 11, 1958, 
on a bill by Senator Neuberger, Democrat of Oregon, to create a Columbia River 
Development Corporation with broad powers over the water resources and the 
economy of the Pacific Northwest, including all of Montana west of the Con- 
tinental Divide ; and 

Whereas the Corporation would take over all the functions of the Bonneville 
Power Administration, could require that other Federal agencies in the region 
operating power-producing facilities shall deliver such electric energy to the 
Corporation, could require that such Federal agencies shall install, operate, and 
maintain generating facilities according to the Corporation dictates, could it- 
self construct, operate and maintain hydro, thermal, and atomic power-generat- 
ing facilities, transmission lines and other facilities and could in general, domi- 
nate the production of power in the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas the Corporation could acquire by condemnation such real or personal 
property or any interest therein, as the Corporation finds necessary for its 
purposes ; and 

Whereas the Corporation would be controlled by a board of five directors, 
appointed by the President, only one of whom need be from Montana, thereby 
making it possible for Montana to be denied an effective voice in management 
decisions relating to the operation of the Corporation or specifically to the water 
resources of western Montana; and 

Whereas the Corporation would constitute another layer of Federal control 
and domination over the water resources and the economy of Montana; and 

Whereas the Corporation would have power to intervene in any proceeding 
relating to any application for a license to construct any water-resource project 
in the Pacific Northwest and could intervene in any proceeding before any other 
Federal, State, or local body in any matter affecting the water resources of the 
region or in any matter in which the Corporation deems it has any responsibility ; 
and 

Whereas the development of the water resources of western Montana is being 
effectively furthered by existing Federal, State, local, and other organizations ; 
and 
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Whereas the Corporation would have powers similar to those embodied in 
earlier proposals for a Columbia Valley Authority, would be independent of 
effective congressional or local control and is socialistic in nature; and 

Whereas the Corporation would be financed by appropriations, by the sale of 
revenue bonds to the Secretary of the Treasury, and by funds secured from 
the sale of subsidized, tax-free power and would create an additional burden 
on the taxpayers : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the directors of the Montana Contractors’ Association are 
opposed to the creation of the Columbia Valley Development Corporation and to 
the further extension of Federal control over the water resources arising within 
the boundaries of Montana ; be it further 

Resolved, That the directors authorize the officers of the association to attend 
the public hearing at Kalispell and express such opposition to the proposed 
legislation.” ; 

We appreciate and thank you for the opportunity of appearing before your 
committee today. 

J. W. MarLow. 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. WENDELL STEPHENS, HOUSEWIFE, PARADISE, MONT., REGARDING 
8. 3114 


I am Mrs. Wendell Stephens. My husband and I have lived on our farm near 
Paradise ever since we bought it in 1938. Our four children have grown up 
there. Our oldest boy now lives on a farm near us with his wife and baby. Our 
second boy joined the Navy last year for 4 years. We have a daughter in Boze- 
man who is studying to become a nurse. Our youngest boy is in the eighth grade. 

We are all deeply interested in the welfare of our community, State, and 
Nation. 

We believe in the Constitution of the United States. 

It is most uncomplimentary to the intelligence of the citizens of western Mon- 
tana that anyone would presume to insinuate that we are so stupid that we 
would accept and submit to an all-powerful five-man board, superimposed on 
our State that we could not control by secret ballot. 

We believe that the Columbia River Development Corporation bill is uncon- 
stitutional and socialistic. 

Therefore, we wish to register our opposition to the passage of the proposed 
Corporation bill or any similar legislation that would create a Columbia River 
Valley Authority or Corporation. 


STATEMENT OF HJALMER HELLAND OF PLAINS, MONT., ReGArpInG 8S. 3114 


My name is Hjalmer Helland. I am employed by the McGowan Commercial 
Co., of Plains, Mont. My wife and I have lived in Plains for about 4 years. Other 
members of our family also live here. We settled in Plains because we like the 
climate and the country. 

We believe in the system of free enterprise. 

We aré against the unfair system of the Federal Government competing in 
business with taxpaying private industries. We believe in having the right to 
vote for or against men who govern us. We do not want a five-man board over us 
that we have nothing to say about. 

I take this means to register my opposition to the Columbia River development 
bill, S. 3114, or any of its revised versions, that take away our State rights. 


PacIFIC NORTHWEST DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, Oreg., December 4, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Pursuant to your recent notice of public hearing by 
Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on Public 
Works, U.S. Senate, at Portland, Seattle, Coeur d’Alene, and Kalispell, to con- 
sider amendments to the Bonneville Project Act, with particular reference to the 
establishment of the Columbia River Development Corporation, we desire that 
this statement be made a record of this hearing. 


37710—59— pt. 238 
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At the previous hearings on the proposed Columbia Valley Development Corpo- 
| ration legislation, S. 3114, conducted earlier this year, we submitted a’ written 
i statement to you which was included in the Public Works Subcommittee report 
on 8. 3114. In this we stated that our association supported sound resource 
development through the combined effort of productive private enterprise, group 
initiative, and established Government agencies, and that it was our belief that 
our water resource conservation and development program should go forward 
on a sound orderly basis, and in a way that will work to preserve our check and 
balance system of government and our private enterprise type of economy. In it 
we also expressed our belief that the proposed bill, 8. 3114, if enacted into law, 
1 would not do this and thus would not serve the greatest public interest toward 
i sound development, and we gave some of our reasons for this basic conclusion. 

In view of the changes made in the redraft of S. 3114, we herewith submit our 
further ideas on this legislation and some of our conclusions regarding it as 
follows: 

1. The revised bill would create a Federal Corporation, an independent 
j agency of the Federal Government, armed with the power of the Federal Gov- 
f ernment, which will have broad power and control over electric energy and 
water resources in the States of Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and that portion 
of western Montana in the Columbia Basin. This Federal Corporation will 
be controlled by five directors and operated by a general manager selected 
by the head of the central government, and will not be directly responsible 
to the citizens of the area over which it has jurisdiction, and cannot be removed 
{ by them. 

2. The five directors must believe in the feasibility and wisdom of the act 
which has as its primary objective the promotion of Federal ownership, 
operation, and control of one of our basic industries. This we feel is not 
conducive to the preservation of private enterprise. 

3. The Federal Corporation will take over the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration with its physical assets, and will force other agencies of Government 
to deliver their power to the corporate authority for distribution and sale and 
also to operate their power facilities, including the dams, in accordance with the 
directions of the Corporation. With the Corporation’s public ownership ad- 
vocates in the driver’s seat, this will make other agencies of Government the 
suppliers of energy, revenue, and life for the promoters of public ownership 
of the power industry, and the chief planner for the control of our water 
resources and one of its basic industries. This we believe is not conducive to 
sound development and to the preservation of local autonomy or our private- 
enterprise type of economy. 

4. The directors of the Federal Corporation can, in the initial phase of its 
operation, force the Treasury Department to finance its operation by the pur- 
chase of the bonds it issues up to $750 million. This we believe is unsound 
financing, and if carried out extensively on a national basis by the creation 
of more development corporation authorities, could have serious adverse effects 
on our country as a whole. The Corporation can also use revenue from the 
sale of power from all existing Federal projects. 

The Corporation submits a program and budget to the President and Con- 
gress, and if it is not changed by a special act of Congress, it goes ahead as 
it sees fit. These methods of financing project construction and operation 
are not according to the stringent regular procedure of the appropriative 
process required of other departments of Government, and it gets away from 
effective control of the appropriation of public funds by Congress by giving 
five men in control of the Corporation broad power to carry out its program 
according to the purposes of the act as they see it. 

5. The public-ownership controlled Corporation would select 40 men to serve 
on its own advisory council along with several representatives of Federal 
agencies, nonvoting and others. This group, with expenses paid, together 
with other personnel of the billion dollar operation with all its manpower, 
could create a tremendous force to propagandize and promote public ownership 
of business ideas onto the citizens of the Pacific Northwest through this well- 
financed Federal public ownership of business centrally controlled corporation. 
This we believe would not work toward the conservation of our private enter- 
prise type of economy. 

6. The public-ownership controlled Federal Corporation would have, or could 
assume, complete responsibility to supply electric energy for the citizens of the 
area over which it has jurisdiction. This would be on an interest-tax-free, and 
power-property-tax-free basis. Since the Corporation would both supply and 
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compete with non-Federal power production and distribution agencies and would 
have much power over them, particularly over the heavily taxed and regulated 
investor-owned industries, and since the public-ownership controlled Federal} 
Corporation could condemn and take over all real and personal property needed 
to carry forward the purposes of the act as they saw fit (thermal and atomic 
generated electric power excepted) it could, therefore, take over, as the TVA did 
in the area it serves, the Pacific Northwest investor-owned electric power in- 
dustry. Creating a situation of this kind, we believe, is not in the interest of 
conserving our productive private enterprise type of economy. It would be 
highly improbable that investors would want to finance further electric energy 
development in the area under the jurisdiction of this corporate authority. 

7. The Federal Corporation would have the authority to plan water-resource 
development programs and in case of a dispute over water rights, in view of 
basic Federal court decisions it could exercise the superior right of the Federal 
Government to all State water rights. We believe this is not in accordance with 
the greatest public good for the citizens of this area, and would have the effect 
of subjugating all water rights and uses to that of federally produced public 
power. 

8. The States of Wyoming, Nevada, and Utah, which have drainage area and 
headwaters in the Columbia River Basin would have no one from their State 
on the Board of Control, and since it could affect each of the States in its water 
uses and rights, we think this is not a sound or fair type of legislation. 

9. One of the four States of the Pacific Northwest defined in the bill will 
have two men of the five on its board of control. This will give that State, 
whether upstream or down, the balance of control and power on the Corporation 
control and policymaking board. This could develop autocratic uses of water 
resources which would be highly detrimental to the citizens of any one or two of 
the States defined by the bill in the Columbia Development Corporation area, 
and other Columbia Basin States not included. The Federal Corporation, with 
its broad power, plus the power of the Federal Government over the power and 
water resources of the Pacific Northwest controlled by public ownership advo- 
cates, is a type of Federal authority that can supersede, or grow to supersede, 
State water and property rights. We believe that its control over a basic in- 
dustry and the vital energy-producing resources could, if in ruthless hands have 
a very detrimental effect on both our private enterprise system and our form 
of government. 

We, therefore, believe the creation of a Federal corporate authority as pro- 
posed in the committee print of S. 3114 is not for the greatest ultimate public 
interest of the citizens of the States of the Pacific Northwest. We have made 
excellent progress in the conservation, development, and use of our water re- 
sources here in the region through the cooperation and combined effort of its 
citizens working with existing non-Federal and Federal agencies. We well 
realize there are many differences of interest as to how these resources should 
be developed and used, and problems that must be worked out, but we believe 
that our present check and balance economic system and form of Government as 
it grows and develops understanding and cooperation of various interests, through 
the effort of our citizens working with existing Federal and non-Federal agen- 
cies, will provide the soundest and safest way to go forward in our water develop- 
ment and use program. 

In view of the lateness of receiving the committee print of the proposed legisla- 
tion which is being considered at this hearing, and because it involves very com- 
plex legislation, we respectfully request the privilege of submitting further 
information for the record of these hearings after we have had the opportunity 
to further study its features and its probable effects on the development of the 
region and the type of economy and form of government it will move us forward. 

Yours sincerely, 
DANIEL B. Nose, Secretary-Manager. 


DECEMBER 8, 1958. 
Hon. RrcH Arp NEUBERGER, 


Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The board of trustees of school district No. 28, Ronan, 
Lake County, Mont., wish to take this opportunity to protest the enactment of 
the revision of S. 3114, known as an act to revise S. 3114, to amend the Bonneville 
Project Act in order to establish the Columbia River Development Corporation. 
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School district No. 28 is in Lake County, Mont., and would be one of the major 
areas flooded if either the Paradise or the Knowles projects were to be con- 
structed. In October 1957 at the hearing held in Missouli, Mont., we asked a 
number of questions relative to payments to us to reimburse us for a loss in tax 
revenues should the projects mentioned above be constructed. Neither then, nor 
at any time since, have these questions been answered to our satisfaction. For 
your information, a copy of our testimony given at the Missoula hearing and two 
letters of later correspondence are enclosed. 

We feel that the authorization of the Columbia River Development Corporation, 
would further jeopardize our chances of arriving at a fair settlement of our 
claim for payments in lieu of taxes from the Government for the taxable lands 
which would be flooded because of the proposed construction. 

The bill proposed for the organization of the Columbia River Development 
Corporation is so worded that three people, residing outside of the State of 
Montana would have the authority to determine what payments we would 
receive in lieu of taxes. There would be no appeal from their decision except 
to the President of the United States. As we understand the proposed bill, it 
would give to the Board of Directors unlimited power over the area, and they 
would not be responsible to the Congress for their actions. 

Further study of the bill points out that the Board of Directors of the corpora- 
tion has the power to take over existing privately owned power projects. How 
do we know that they might not take over Kerr Dam with the corresponding 
loss of tax revenues to Lake County? As present Montana Power Co. is the 
largest taxpayer in our county. We could not operate without the revenues 
which they pay to the county treasurer annually. 

In conclusion we wish to oppose the creation of a Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation for the following reasons : 

1. Too much power is given to a Board of Directors consisting of five persons. 
The Montana representative could always be outvoted by downstream interests, 
seeking to make Montana a storage reservoir for water to generate downstream 
power. 

2. The Corporation would have authority to issue bonds for the financing of 
the Corporation’s projects, and thus bypass the right of Congress to appropriate 
all moneys. 

3. The broad powers under this proposed act give the Corporation the power 
to incorporate existing power development installations into its system. This 
could be detrimental to our interests. 

4. The creation of this Corporation would further complicate any negotiations 
for the payments in lieu of taxes on any lands inundated by construction of either 
the proposed Paradise or Knowles Dams. Under this act we would no longer 
have the priviledge of appealing to our Senators and Congressmen. (I under- 
stand that the Army engineers have recommended the construction of the 
Knowles project (The Spokesman Review, Dec. 8, 1958) ). 

5. The right of the Corporation to select the “court” for the hearing of any 
controversy which might arise, might remove the hearing to a place remote 
from our area, which could cause us undue expense. 

In view of the above factors, the Board of Trustees of School District No. 2s, 
Ronan, Lake County, Mont., wish to enter this protest against the proposed 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Boarp or TRUSTEES, ScHOOL DisTRICT No. 28, 
By P. C. Crump, Superintendent. 


Lipsy, Mont., December 10, 1958. 


Re public hearing on proposed amendment to the Bonneville Project Act to 
establish Columbia River Development Corporation. 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
U.S. Senate Public Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN: The Libby Chamber of Commerce of Libby, Mont., desires to 
record its views on the proposed legislation on which your committee has sched- 
uled hearings for December 8, 9, 10, and 11. A preliminary study has been 
made of this bill by the Libby Chamber of Commerce, and while a comprehen- 
sive, detailed, and completely accurate knowledge of the entire problem is cer- 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1251 


tainly not possible from such a study, nonetheless we feel that we must go on 
record as directly opposing this legislation of the bill creating a Columbia River 
Development Corporation and we hereinafter enumerate the reasons which have 
occasioned this direct opposition : 

1. We understand that the threat of an electric-power shortage in the Pacific 
Northwest—one spector that hovered in the background of any discussion of this 
region’s industrial development—appears to have vanished for the foreseeable 
future. The Bonneville Power Administration advises the public that the 
Pacific Northwest will have all the power it can use for at least 5 years, and 
probably for 10 years. We understand that since the first Bonneville power was 
delivered 20- years ago that this general area’s annual electric-power require- 
ments have jumped almost eight-fold since 1940. In contrast, the U.S. power 
requirements increased four and one-half times during the same period, but 
even with almost double the increase nationally, the generating facilities have 
kept pace with that enormous growth and demand and at present the BPA has 
power to spare and as we understand is looking for customers. 

2. Next we understand that in past joint ventures between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and private enterprise it has been proven that such cooperation is 
feasible and a satisfactory method of financing multimillion dollar projects that 
cannot be undertaken by private enterprise alone because of multipurpose uses 
that would exceed or equal the value of power produced. 

3. The Federal Government is a five-man independent board appointed by, 
and responsible to, the Executive head of our Central Government. No member 
of Board can be removed by the people of the Pacific Northwest States over which 
they have jurisdiction, should they become autocratic in carrying out their 
program. The bill gives the same five-man Federal Corporation powers greater 
than the regularly established agencies of the Federal Government that have 
had years of experience in conserving and developing our water resources. 
Even the rules and policies to carry out the purposes of the act are made by 
the five-man Board. The finances may also be raised through independent acts 
of the Directors, if we read the bill correctly. The people would have no 
semblance of eontrol or voice, even the people in the area would have no 
choice in the selection of Directors whose appointments are far removed. The 
authority of the respective States in the area to control and regulate the use 
of waters would be curtailed and superseded by this proposed Corporation. 
It would appear that any and all rights of the States would be seriously 
curtailed, if not completely lost in the tremendous authority of a five-man Board. 

4. A socialistic trend seems to be definitely set out from the act. In looking 

back, the history of our own Government owes its initial gr@wth to the oppression 
of monarchies, dictators, and other absolute forms of government. In our 
opinion this would appear to be a rather drastic step toward an absolute form of 
government, in this case a board of five men. 
5. That the Congress of the United States should be the authority and have 
the control of moneys allocated for the construction of multipurpose dams that 
have been designated by act of Congress for construction and, that multipurpose 
dams can be and are constructed by private enterprise at no cost to the tax- 
payer and in turn provide a tax base and a tax income to the Federal Government, 
States, and local government in the areas in which they are constructed and 
operated. 

6. There would be no service to the public over and above that which is already 
rendered by existing agencies. 

For these reasons the Libby Chamber of Commerce respectfully requests that 
your committee very carefully study this proposed legislation, especially with 
a view of protecting our American heritage, and for the above reasons we note our 
disapproval of this legislation. 

Your very truly, 
Lisspy CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Car. J. TeMpte, President. 


STATEMENT ON PROPOSED COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, BY CLYDE 
P. Fickes, SECRETARY, UPPER COLUMBIA DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 


In order to secure a fairly clear understanding of the problem of water 
resource management in the Clark Fork Basin, which is of critical importance 
to every resident of western Montana, we should first take a good look at what 
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the overall picture may be. In an attempt to do this, a map of the basin and 
several graphs or charts have been prepared to illustrate the various factors 
involved. 
The map, which has been prepared on a scale of 1 inch on the map equals 4 
miles on the ground, shows the complete drainage of the Clark Fork River in 
Montana, with all the tributaries that come together to make the river where it 
flows across the Idaho line. 
The largest tributary of the Clark Fork is the Flathead River flowing through 
Flathead Lake, which has for its principal branches the Stillwater, the North 
Fork, the Middle Fork, better known to old timers as Big River, the South Fork, 
where Hungry Horse Reservoir was spawned, and Swan River flowing through 
Swan Lake. The Flathead supplies about 62 percent of the flow of the Clark 
Fork at Plains. 
The second largest tributary is the Bitterroot, which flows from the south, 
| and the third is the Blackfoot, which comes in from the east. Other fairly large 
f streams are the Jocko and Rock Creeks. 
There are many lakes in the basin ranging from Flathead in size down to 
many small potholes, but only a few of the largest can be shown on a map of 
this scale. On the map is shown the outline of the proposed Paradise or Knowles 
Dams and Reservoirs, Spruce Park on the Middle Fork and Nine Mile Prairie 
on the Blackfoot. Also shown is the location of existing hydroelectric power- 
plants and several proposed run-of-the-river powerplants. 
The many small spots shown are locations where small dams and reservoirs 
might be built and these many small spots are the parts of a proposed water 
resource Management plan for the basin as proposed by the Upper Columbia 
Development Council, which is presented for your consideration. 
it has been said that this plan of water storage for stream regulation is 
“unrealistic,” that “about all they (the small dams) would do is provide stor- 
age of value downstream, result in little or no power, give no community benefits, 
ti the drawdown would be heaviest in summer, when it isn’t desirable to Mon- 
i tanans.” When you have finished with this story, you can decide for yourself 
i whether or not it is “unrealistic.” 
re Mention has also been made of the tremendous impact the construction of a 
| huge dam will have on the surrounding counties and Flathead County was cited 
as an example. What was not mentioned was the fact that artificially stimu- 
lated industrial expansion had also brought Flathead County the highest ratio 

of unemployment and the consequent notoriety of any county in the State or the 

Northwest for that matter. 
i Graph No. 1, which looks like the profile of a pipe organ, shows the runoff in 
i acre-feet of the Clark Fork River at Plains, Mont., for a period of over 40 years. 
t Each pipe represents the runoff for 1 year. The horizontal broken lines across 
! the graph are intended to represent the amount of water available each year 
for various storage projects. The maximum discharge in any 1 year was 21,- 
300,000 acre-feet in 1928 and the minimum discharge in any 1 year was 6,404,000 
acre-feet in 1941. The average or mean discharge for the 40 years was 13,766,000 
acre-feet, as shown by the red line. 
1 Now, in order to make the next statement clear, it is necessary that you refer 
to graph No. 2, which shows the average runoff by months. It will be noted that 
about 65 percent of the runoff occurs in the months of May, June, and July, 
with 35 percent distributed over the other 9 months. Obviously, any storage 
plans that may be considered must take into consideration the amount of water 
it takes to keep the river “wet” 365 days of the year. It should be clear that the 
water represented below the bottom horizontal line on graph 1 cannot be made 
available for storage in a reservoir. Water that does not come down until Jan- 
uary cannot be stored in June. 
On the 40-year graph, the bottom line cuts off the amount of water that is not 
available for storage. Hungry Horse and Flathead Lake each store 2 million 
acre-feet of floodwater as shown by the second and third lines from the bottom 
of the graph or chart. Spruce Park is designed to hold 360,000 acre-feet as 
shown by the fourth line and Nine Mile Prairie will be designed to hold 960,000 
acre-feet as shown by the fifth line. Live storage in the proposed Paradise 
Reservoir is 4 million acre-feet which is indicated by the top line. Now, from 
the location of these storage lines and their relation to the tops of the different 
pipes, it ought to be relatively easy to see how much water will be available for 
storage in any particular year; 1941 is an extreme example. There was not 
much water to store that year. 
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The members of the Upper Columbia Development Council believe that any 
plan to impound water in the streams rising in Montana should be made on the 
basis of the greatest use possible by the people of Montana as well as the folks 
farther down the river; such use is not confined to the generation of electric 
power which in the long run is a minor factor in the water-use picture. Much 
more important is long-range planning for adequate water supplies for con- 
sumptive uses by a rapidly growing population and the maintenance of a uni- 
form streamflow throughout the year in our many side streams. Strange as it 
may seem to some, water runs downhill and after it leaves Montana, the use of 
it is lost to us here in Montana forever. If we want a proper and adequate 
water supply for our children and grandchildren, we had better plan now to 
store some of our water up where, as it comes down the hill, it will be available 
for use here in Montana. 

And so, to get to the heart of the plan, it is proposed that before any more 
monolithic, monumental, bigger than the biggest dams are built in Montana, a 
detailed survey and study be made of the possibilities of building many small 
reservoirs in the headwaters of our streams, as shown by the symbols on the 
map, so that the end result of such storage will be to the benefit of the people 
living in Montana, as well as those living in Oregon and Washington. It is 
believed that the development of such a plan of water conservation will, in the 
long run, be of infinitely greater value to all the people than will the building 
of the proposed Paradise or similar dam. 

“Upstream” means one thing to the person living in Portland, Oreg., and quite 
another to the person living in Missoula or Kalispell. It all depends on your 
viewpoint from where you look at it. 

There are those who have made a fetish out of hydroelectric power generation 
to the exclusion of any other practical use of our falling water and who cry out 
about power shortages. Power shortage in the Northwest is a myth. 

At the present time there is in operation in the Columbia Basin 9,500,000 kilo- 
watts of generating power and 33 projects now in process of construction or 
approved will produce an additional 8 million kilowatts, making a total of 
17,500,000 kilowatts in the basin by 1962. The division engineer of the Corps 
of Engineers has stated publicly that the basin will need 16 million kilowatts 
by 1975. Where is the power shortage? 

Those socialistic minded persons who insist that private industry under the 
free enterprise system cannot do an adequate job of providing sufficient electric 
power for all purposes will probably find it “unrealistic” to believe that the 
private power company construction budget for 1958 runs to $325 million for the 
Pacific Northwest. In the United States, since World War II, investor-financed 
electric power utilities have spent over $21 billion for expansion, while the U.S. 
Government has spent $2.3 billion since 1906. Is it “unrealistic’’ to believe, in 
view of the facts, that free enterprise can do the job of needed electric power 
production? 

There persists in this country a school of thought that all hydroelectric produc- 
tion should be Government owned so as to assure, it is alleged, cheap power for a 
restricted class of privileged users. It is proposed, in a bill introduced in the 
U.S. Senate by Senator Neuberger of Oregon, to create a Government-owned super- 
electric power authority for the Columbia River Basin, which would be even 
more socialistic in its operation and powers than the TVA of Tennessee. If it is 
thought that calling S. 3114 and TVA socialistic is going a little too far, consid- 
eration should be given to what a Tennessee editor and the leading Socialist of 
the United States, Norman Thomas, think of TVA. 

The editor of the Chattanooga News-Free Press had this to say about TVA. 
Commenting on a published report on business progress of the 11 Southern States, 
in which Tennessee placed 10th, he wrote: 

“Of course, the Tennessee Valley Authority has made a habit for two decades 
of claiming credit for everything good that has happened in Tennessee as though 
there would have been no progress without TVA. Perhaps TVA wants to claim 
eredit for seeing Tennessee rank 10th in the Southern States in business prog- 
ress. The leading States don’t have the ‘blessings’ of TVA and seem to be doing 
very well with the American free enterprise system. We hope progress isn’t 
passing Tennessee by because of the socialism that has been established here.” 

Norman Thomas, in his book, “1938, A Socialist Looks at the New Deal,” 
wrote: “Of all the legislation the Tennessee Valley Authority is the most near- 
ly socialistic.” Also he said, “Only in the Tennessee Valley Authority is there 
an approximation of a Socialist approach to a great economic problem.” 
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In 1953 he said, “Of recent years the majority of American Socialists have 
been—I think correctly—insistent that the model for managing what is so- 
cially owned is the Tennessee Valley Authority.” 

A Kalispell attorney, James E. Murphy, who represented Governor Aronson 
at a recent hearing on the Columbia River bill in Washington, has this to say 
about the proposal; he warned of plans to wipe out State lines in operation of 
power development in the Pacific Northwest. He pointed out dangers of social- 
izing of power in the area, and the dangers of it to Montana. Murphy said 
much energy had been spent to create more water for downstream States, 
Oregon and Washington. He said Montana and Canada were the only sources 
for more water for power in the Columbia drainage and that unless the peo- 
ple of Montana were on the alert, the State will become a storage reservoir. 

Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton, recently had some interesting com- 
ments to make on the power situation: “The United States is far ahead of Rus- 
sia in hydroelectric power.” 

Speaking of a statement made by Senator Henry M. Jackson, in which the 
Senator read comparative figures on the size of one of Russia’s latest hydro- 
electric projects and the importance of the United States keeping up, he said, 
“This is like trying to compare oranges and apples just because both are 
round.” 

The Interior Secretary said the United States now has 27,700,000 kilowatts 
of installed capacity hydroelectric power compared with 8,370,000 kilowatts for 
Russia. “If the Russians were to build eight Grand Coulee dams a year for 
the next 17 years, they would catch up to where we will be in 1975,” he said. 
“In addition, Russia’s potential capacity is about three times the potential of 
the United States.” He added that by 1975 a conservative estimate by the 
Federal Power Commission places the total amount of hydro and steampower 
in this country at 351 million kilowatts. “I don’t mean we shouldn’t keep up 
with orderly development, but there is no reason we should fly into a frenzy 
just because Russia built a big dam last year.” 

There is another phase of water resource management which is being given 
a lot of emphasis, and that is flood control, which could better be termed flood 
prevention. The present program of the engineers of building dikes, deepen- 
ing channels, and constructing mammoth dams to control floods might be com- 
pared with the control and prevention of contagious diseases. Is a small- 
pox or polio epidemic controlled by building a large hospital or is their spread 
prevented by vaccination and inoculation? Floods can be prevented by head- 
water storage vaccination. 

Flood control for Portland, Oreg., to be sure. But what about flood control 
for Missoula, Mont.? There was a pretty bad flood at Missoula in 1948 when 
two people were drowned and a lot of property damage resulted besides. 

The editor of the Moorefield, W. Va., Examiner, had this to say about flood 
control: “We attended the committee meeting on the flood-prevention program 
* * * held at Brandywine. This is the project sponsored by the Potomac Valley 
Soil Conservation District * * * and should not be confused with the flood- 
control project by the Corps of Army Engineers. The Army Engineers go in 
for huge dams which inundate large areas of land, whereas the flood prevention 
project is a series of small retention dams in the upper reaches of a watershed 
which prevents floods rather than controlling them.” 

Is it unrealistic to assume that 20 or 30 small dams on the Blackfoot would 
prevent flood damage at Missoula? Is it unrealistic to believe that a Paradise 
Dam would not prevent flood damage at Missoula? It appears obvious that flood 
prevention is one of the important items in any water management plan. The 
engineers have spent a couple billion dollars building levees and deepening chan- 
nels along the Mississippi River, trying to control floodwaters, but the old 
Mississippi still goes where it wants whenever it wants. It seems safe to say 
that half that money spent in headwater storage would have, in the past 50 years, 
completely controlled the Mississippi floods. And the same is true of the Colum- 
bia River Valley, where, by proper planning, we can take the destructive crest off 
of any high-water year by holding it up where it comes from. 

Graph No. 3 has been prepared to show what good planning and control of 
upstream storage might do to secure uniform regulation of streamflow. It should 
be understood that while this graph No. 2 is prepared for the flow of the Clark 
Fork at Plains, that it is representative of practically every side stream in the 
drainage, regardless of the individual volume of discharge. It represents the 
monthly flow of Rock Creek just as much as it does the Clark Fork. The short 
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monthly pipes on the graph could be increased in height and the long pipes short- 
ened by regulating the river flow as illustrated by graph 3. 

Everyone has observed how low the streamflow gets in the winter and early 
spring months. Do you suppose this could be an unrealistic approach to the 
regulation of streamflow and does it indicate that the drawdown would be heaviest 
in the summer months? Is it unrealistic to suppose that this late flowing flood 
would not pass through downstream turbines just because it was held in little 
dams? 

During the late summer months because of the demand for irrigation water, the 
Bitterroot gets so low that the fish have a hard time to keep from getting sun- 
burned while their bellies are scraping the bottom of the river. In order to try 
to protect the fish under these conditions, the fish and game association has 
arranged to purchase from the State 5,000 acre-feet of water held in the West 
Fork Dam. This water is to be released when and as the fish need the additional 
water. Is that a beneficial use of upstream storage? Would such a use of the 
water be possible if it was stored in a Paradise Dam? 

This, it is believed, is a concrete example of how upstream storage can serve 
the needs of all the people, all the way to the ocean. How much better would 
western Montana fishing be if half the streambed mileage carried twice as much 
water from July to March as it does now? Fishermen ought to be able to figure 
that out with the greatest of ease. And it should not be difficult for the farmer 
to figure how much water would be available for irrigation if the June flood- 
water came down in August and September or even later. Is it “unrealistic” 
to suppose that this would not be “desirable to Montanans” ? 

There is another aspect of these numerous small reservoirs that will be filled 
with water from early spring until winter and that is that they will furnish 
nesting places for all kinds of ducks and other waterfowl in places where the 
birds will not be subjected to molestation by any but natural predators. 

As to electric power production, that can be just as well and perhaps better 
and more satisfactorily accomplished by run-of-the-river powerplants, such as 
Cabinet Gorge, Noxon Rapids, and the proposed Buffalo Rapids, or Quartz 
Creek. Such plants operate, at near capacity, the year round rather than only 
part of the year such as Hungry Horse which in 1956 produced only 48 percent 
of its potential and in 1957 only 35.8 percent. 

It is “unrealistic” to assume that power produced in 10 or 12 run-of-the-river 
plants, generating power continuously, would not be just as usable as power 
from a plant that can only operate part time? At 432,000 kilowatts capacity, 
Paradise, if built, could only produce power at less than 60 percent of its poten- 
tial; that is, in some years when there is enough water. 

It has been stated that the construction of these many small dams will re- 
quire the construction of roads into wilderness areas and thus open them up to 
ulrestricted use as Well as spoiling the natural scenery. What is the difference 
between a road built to haul out logs and a road built to haul in cement and 
other supplies? Many of these dams can be built satisfactorily without the use 
of concrete. Today’s logging roads are built to as high a standard as any con- 
struction road to a dam. And, after the dam is completed, it will be a simple 
matter, if considered necessary, to destroy the usefulness of the construction road 
so that the litterbugs cannot use it. 

Mention has been made of the number of employees necessary to operate these 
many small dams. Such dams as are contemplated will not require attention 
from resident employees as only periodic inspections will be necessary to see 
that the discharge gates are operating properly and that damage to the dam 
structure is not threatening. 

By the time they are built, electronic remote control devices can be installed 
so that a man, located in Missoula or Kalispell, for example, can control the 
flow of water out of each reservoir by a pushbotton control, having on a board 
in front of him instruments to tell him what the water level in the reservoir 
is and the amount of water being discharged. 

But even without such controls the discharge gates can be set to discharge a 
constant flow of water from each reservoir in the system and required changes 
in the flow made by a visit of one man to the reservoir site. He might go in on 
foot, by horseback, helicopter, or floatplane, whichever appears most practical. 

Some question has been raised as to the cost of many small dams, which wi 
be built on lands of very low value as compared with one large dam. At $50 per 
acre-foot, a dam with a capacity of 50,000 acre-feet would cost $2.5 million and 
a hundred such dams, holding 5 million acre-feet, $250 million. The dams would 
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probably range in size from 25,000 to 100,000 acre-feet. Paradise is estimated 
to cost nearly $500 million to hold 4 million acre-feet, which is approximately 
$100 per acre-foot. 

Is it unrealistic to assume that $200 million spent to build 80 small dams is a 
betcer investment than to spend $200 million just to rebuild one railroad so a 
Paradise Dam can be built? Even if the many small dams should cost more per 
acre-foot to build than a large dam, it is contended that the resulting benefits 
from the small dams to all the people along the river far exceeds that from one 
large dam which inundates much valuable and productive land and which pri- 
marily benefits the people below the dam. 

There is some feeling that the spending of a half billion dollars of taxpayers’ 
money in western Montana for one dam would result in fat business during the 
construction period for the businessman of western Montana. What happens 
when a monster dam is to be built? Three or four of the great contracting firms 
in the country combine to bid the job in and the highly paid supervising person- 
nel and most of the workers will come in from other places. The profits of the 
job will pay income and other taxes somewhere but not in Montana. 

But if we build a hundred or more small dams over a period of 5 or 10 years, 
the jobs will be of a size that our Montana contractors can compete for and 
handle without outside help, and the profits and jobs will go to folks in Montana, 
not to mention taxes. Small dams, besides protecting our water for our use, 
mean many jobs and profits for Montanans. 

There is one other factor in the economy of western Montana which is not 
receiving the serious attention that it should and which has an even greater 
potential for bringing business to the area than any industrial development. And 
that is planning of full-scale development of the recreational possibilities of the 
region with all the services that go with the activity. In fact, recreation serv- 
ices are being allowed to grow like Topsy. 

It is a cash income business that furnishes employment to many and par- 
ticularly summer jobs for students and others. And it is no longer a one-season 
business. With the great increase in winter sports and the many fine snow 
courses available, it could well become a year-round occupation and business. 

About a year ago, Martin Dana, of Portland, Oreg., made the statement— 
“that by 1960 the recreation business of the great Northwest will amount to 
more than a billion dollars each year.” Certainly with adequate facilities made 
available, a large chunk of that billion should be spent in western Montana. 

The members of the Upper Columbia Development Council believe that the 
plan as outlined above is designed to serve the best interests of all the people in 
the Columbia River Basin as well as giving the folks of the Clark Fork Basin 
the use and protection of their interests in our most valuable natural resource, 
water. It is designed to comply with the stated objectives of the council: 

“Economie and recreational development by maximum use of natural re- 
sources through conservation and creative free enterprise and the cooperation 
of local, State, and Federal Government.” 

The support of all the people in western Montana for this proposed plan is 
invited and earnestly solicited. 


THE WESTERN NEws, 
Hamilton, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
High School Auditorium, Kalispell, Mont. 

Sir: Because personal reasons make it impossible for me to be present to 
testify upon the proposed Columbia Development Corporation bill I am offering 
your committee my views upon the subject in writing. 

I am publisher of the Western News. This weekly newspaper is 69 years old 
and has been published by my late father and myself for 65 years. The news- 
paper is the oldest continuing business in Hamilton, Mont. Having resided in 
the area embraced within the Columbia River drainage for more than 58 years, 
I feel I know something of the conditions prevailing therein. 

My viewpoint is that an all-knowing providence did not place rivers in our 
country for the benefit of a few people. It is my belief that natural resources 
should be exploited for all mankind, not for a paltry few. 

It is incomprehensible to me how anyone can favor partial use of a resource. 
You don’t wear but one leg of a pair of pants. Any natural resource ought to 
be developed to its utmost so that all the potential benefits can be enjoyed by 
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all mankind. If such complete development is not achieved at the outset this 
deponent is convinced there will come a time when the resource will of necessity 
have to be redeveloped—rebuilt—so that the shortcomings of the original partial 
development will be overcome. Our progency are going to marvel at the lack 
of foresight exercised by Americans in the early days of development of our 
natural resources. 

It is conceivable to this deponent that such partial jobs as the Idaho Power 
Co. dams on the Snake River will one day of necessity have to be inundated by 
a lake impounded behind a giant Hells Canyon Dam. This would be the same 
story if the pigmy dams proposed by the Montana Power Co. upon the Flathead 
River at Buffalo Rapids were built. 

There will come a day when the requirements of mankind become so great 
that all the values which can be achieved through construction of the proposed 
Paradise Dam will of necessity make it imperative that Paradise Dam be 
built for comprehensive development of the entire region, as well as production 
of hydroelectric energy. 

Haphazard development of the region by a dozen or more private and public 
agencies, with different objectives, is no solution. 

The job should be planned with the view of covering the entire region, using 
dams where they are needed, reserving areas in their original state for the nor- 
mal uses of agriculture, recreation, ete. A few big dams make unnecessary a 
multitude of small dams, whose impoundments cause considerable difficulties, 
without commensurate benefits. 

A single agency is manifestly the proper method of handling, development of 
a region as large as the combined States of Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and 
Washington. Partial development of the region is unthinkable; it is like deter- 
mining the blood should travel through only the trunk of the human body and 
daming it away from the arms and legs with tourniquets, It is preposterous 
that such a rich resource should be handed over to a dozen private organizations 
whose primary interest is exploiting it for private profit of management and 
stockholders of private corporations. 

Doubtless the bill under consideration possesses flaws that can and will be 
corrected after these hearings are complete; some people feel that instead of 
the language carried in the committee draft, which calls for providing any part 
of the region with such amounts of electrical energy as is needed, should be 
amended so that specific preference for quantities of power originating in any 
State of the region should be spelled out. Such was the provision in the Hungry 
Horse Dam bill and in the Hells Canyon bill. 

I think it better simply for the reason it allays fear of timorous people who 
are suspicious that administrators of the Federal corporation envisaged might 
prove derelict in their duties, or become amenable to pressure from areas other 
than Montana or Idaho. 

In substantiation of these viewpoints it can be noted that maladministration 
of Federal agencies by administrators hostile to the fundamental aims of the 
agencies they managed has taken place within the space of recent years and 
is still taking place today. It could happen again. 

Those who object to the bill because it places power in the hands of five 
directors are merely dissembling. They know better but must have some dust 
to throw into the eyes of people who are wondering about the hullabaloo that 
has been raised by the private power companies in their effort to defeat this 
corporation proposal. If the private power companies dominate the region 
with their lilliputian efforts, pray tell us who is going to make the directors 
and officers of those private corporations responsible to the needs of the people 
of the region? To whom are they now responsible? 

Certain objectors to the legislation proposed endeavor to scare the public with 
the canard that irrigation rights are to be disturbed, violated, or stolen. This 
is in the face of a clearly written provision covering this matter. 

As far as the charge that enactment of the proposed legislation would cause 
Montana to lose its water is concerned, I would like to ask what has been 
happening at Cabinet Gorge? Electrical energy generated at this private power 
company installation flies out of Montana as fast as the wires can carry it. 
Conversely, power generated at Hungry Horse is responsible for new industry 
in Flathead and Silver Bow Counties in Montana. 

These run-of-the-river dams like Noxon, Brownlee, Cabinet Gorge, ete., are 
seavenger dams. Without the waters impounded above, their existence would 
be profitless to their owners. They would never have been built, unless for spite. 
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Such flagrant disregard for the facts as embodied in the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation bill indicate the hysteria and desperation that 
apparently prevails in the minds of opponents of the legislation. Unable to 
refute the measure with legitimate arguments, they are resorting to half-truths, 
to falsification, and to dissemination of noxious effluvium designed to bewilder 
and distract the public from the true target of the legislation. 

To this end these apostles of greed and deterioration of the natural resource 
potential have been busily engaged, with considerable financial expenditure, in 
endeavoring to fool the public while regimenting the uninformed, carting various 
and sundry folks about western Montana on free junkets, and filling the columns 
of the press with articles concerning resolutions of various clubs against the 
proposed legislation. 

If all these knife and fork clubs and their allies were combined their total 
membership would not equal that of the Montana Federation of Labor, or of the 
Mine-Mill & Smeltermen’s Union, or of the Farmers’ Union, all adherents, I 
understand, of this legislation. 

The recipes for these resolutions are prepared by the same folks who have been 
carrying a torch for the private power companies in this area for many years. 
They ought by now to have graven in their faces scarlet letters by some electrolytic 
process, but instead are the powdered, painted fellows of a subservient press, 
portrayed as exalted oracles whose dictums we must not gainsay. 

The Senate committee will not, I am confident, be fooled by these minor leaguers. 
If these United States are to achieve the destiny within their scope; indeed, if 
they are to survive, they must not be deflected from the course of complete develop- 
ment for the good of those who are living today, but more certainly for the future 
generations whose well-being ought not to be bartered off on the alter of cupidity. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mires Romney, Publisher. 


KALISPELL, Mont., December 18, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: Shortly before 1944, the Bureau of Reclamation was reorganized 
and the United States divided into seven regions, each with a regional office for 
better administration. 

In November 1944 President Franklin D. Roosevelt (my Columbia University 
classmate) grasping this idea, recommended the division of the United States into 
eight similar districts for development purposes. This was entirely different 
from the regional administration offices the Bureau of Reclamation had in mind. 

On January 29, 1945, Congressman Rankin, a southerner, introduced H.R. 1824 
and others creating eight regional authorities, and he went on further beyond 
what Roosevelt had in mind in the recommendation he had made, and with 
Roosevelt’s and Rankin’s ideas, the purpose of the Bureau of Reclamation in 
establishing its regional offices was entirely defeated and lost sight of. 

These nine authorities are as follows: 

Atlantic Seaboard Authority, covering 304,000 square miles; 10.2 percent of 
the United States, and 32.3 percent of the population. 

Great Lakes-Ohio Valley Authority, covering 362,000 square miles; 29.1 percent 
of the population. 

Missouri Valley Authority, 661,000 square miles; 11.1 percent of the population. 

Southwestern Authority, 194,000 square miles; 0.5 percent of the population. 
Columbia Valley Authority, covering 255,000 square miles and 2.6 percent 
of the population. 

California Authority, covering 112,000 square miles and at the time the bill 
was introduced, 5.2 percent of the population. 

Colorado Valley Authority, covering 259,000 square miles and 0.7 percent 
of the population. 

These eight authorities of Rankin’s, with the Tennessee Valley Authority 
covering 212,000 square miles, and 8.8 percent of the population, plasters the 
whole United States, outside of Alaska with these natural resource socializing 
proposed authorities. I understand there is also one for Alaska. 

Back in 1945, one U.S. Senator was questioned about his stand on the bill to 
create one of these authorities, finally admitted the reason he was so enthusiastic 
for its enactment was, “I am going to get the job running this certain valley 
authority.” 
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Possibly that is the reason many of these who hope to enact this legislation 
are working so hard for it. Now, instead of one man to run the authority, 
they have five. Billions of hours of thought necessary for the development of our 
country in great engineering projects have been spent by the best engineering 
minds we have today and the minds of those of the past generation. 

Great strides have been made by the proper Federal authorities, and the 
proponents of these bills now feel that they can take this great resource of our 
eountry through such bills as 8. 3114—take it out of the hands of responsible 
authorities to their own individual profit. That is what they are trying to get 
rid of in Hungary and China, and what they will eventually get rid of in 
Russia. Let us not allow it to get out of hand here in our great country. I trust 
you will properly bury all of these proposed authorities. 

Very truly yours, 
Moncure CockreEL.1, Attorney at Law. 


SEATTLE, WAsH., December 6, 1958. 
Re notice of public hearings on proposed amendments to the Bonneville Project 
Act, with particular reference to the establishment of the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation, and the invitation to participate in said 
hearings, either by oral or written statements. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Since it is difficult for me to advise the committee staff prior 
to the hearings as to whether I can be present to testify, I am mailing this state- 
ment and comments to the committee as suggested in said notice. 

As I understand the committee print, dated November 21, 1958, upon which 
said hearings are to be held in the Northwest region on the dates and in the 
places given in said notice, is the committee revision of Senate bill No. 3114, 
introduced by Senator R. L. Neuberger, of Oregon, and sponsored by the other 
U.S. Senators of Oregon and Washington, during the 1958 session of Congress, 
which revision includes most of the suggestions made by persons and heads of 
Government departments during the hearings last May on Senate bill No. 3114. 
If this assumption is correct I have the following comments on this committee 
revision to make: 

As a layman and former longtime employee of the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration, I favor the Federal corporation approach for the administration 
and financing of great and complex projects undertaken by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The Panama Canal, the TVA, and the St. Lawrence Seaway Acts, 
to cite only a few of such Federal Corporation Acts Congress has favored to 
administer those great projects. 

I believe that the administration and financing of a great and complex 
regionwide hydroelectric Federal system as Bonneville has grown to be, can 
best be handled under the provisions of a Federal corporation, similar to those 
cited above, and are now in operation, if its provisions for operation can be 
worked out and agreed upon by a majority in Congress. 

I am well acquainted with the frustrations and the doubts and uncertainties 
of the appropriation method that has been in effect for the last 20 years under 
the terms of the provisional Bonneville Project Act which Congress enacted 
to administer temporarily only the power sale and transmission of that one 
project. It never got around to agreeing upon a permanent act for the ad- 
ministration of the system as the projects multiplied. 

Generally I favor the committee revision as printed. I think great progress 
has been made if most of the provisions of this committee revision can be 
enacted into law. However I have the following comments and suggestions 
for improvement before I could give complete endorsement: (1) The General 
Manager should be hired or fired by the Board, (2) the meaning of the preference 
clause of the Bonneville Act would be left as it is in the act, (3) the condemna- 
tion section of the Committee revision should be reworded to completely make 
clear that the Corporation will never have the right or be authorized to con- 
demn a non-Federal generating plant, either public or privately owned. In 
my opinion if this is not done there will be very emphatic protest from owners 
und consumers of power from these plants. They have in mind the recent 
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in the Tacoma-Cowlitz Fish-hatchery case 
as to what may happen if this is not clear. 

FRANK F. Firts. 
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MIssouLa, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Hon. RicuHarp L. NUEBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
High School Auditorium, Kalispell, Mont. 


Dear SENATOR NUEBERGER: I had planned on attending your hearing at Kali- 
spell on the 11th of December, but by reason of the court calendar in Missoula, 
in which I am involved, I now find it impossible to be away on that day. How- 
ever, I would like to inform you as to my feeling on the subject of the Colum- 
bia Valley Corporation bill. 

I have lived most of my life in Montana, and I can never remember a time 
when the power rates were not out of focus with the rest of the Nation, to say 
the least abort it, and as the scene has shifted in recent years, the situation is 
now more than out of focus, it has become out of all reason; until we arrive 
at the point where a map recently published, setting out the power rates for all 
of the cities in the Northwest part of the United States, shows western Mon- 
tana, with particular emphasis on Missoula, Mont., as having the highest 
power rates in this area of plenty. When the situation accumulates to the 
point where we are paying as much as two and three times as much for our 
domestic power in Missoula and western Montana as are the areas which have 
been subjected to competition with public funds, it becomes understandable that 
if the Montana Power Co. is doing such a conscientious job in this State, then 
its management must be admitted to be incompetent or their stewardship of 
the natrual resources furnished them by the people has been shabby and dis- 
reputably abused. 

I further would like to protest at this time, as a ratepayer of the Montana 
Power Co., the expenditure of funds which are then charged against the power 
rates in the furtherance of such stool-pigeon organizations as so-called upper 
Columbia development concern and others. If there were time to dwell on 
this, I could point out to you young men I have grown up with in western Mon- 
tana, in some cases without any trace of Indian blood, who have become “pro- 
fessional Indians” and who are in the employ of this company to circulate 
around and attend all Indian functions to propagandize, on a continuing basis, 
the members of our Western Montana Tribes to the perpetuation of this un- 
healthy monopoly. Recent effusions of such organizations as woolgrowers, fish 
and game, wildlife associations, and others, have been influenced by the fact 
that groups of men are sent at my expense and the expense of other ratepayers 
in western Montana to harangue these organizations to the end that in order to 
get on with their business, they pass a resolution against Paradise Dam, Hell’s 
Canyon, Columbia Valley Corporation, or other similar threats to their monop- 
olistic situation. In many instances, such as a recent effusion of the Western 
Montana Fish & Game Association, a checkup will discover for you that the 
president of this organization, with whom I went to high school, obtained 
employment with the Montana Power Co. on his high school graduation and has 
been at all times since a regular employee of the Montana Power Co., in charge 
of their service division in Missoula, at the present time. 

I believe, Senator Neuberger, it is about time that some of these violations 
of economic decency should be investigated by organizations such as yours to 
the end that the opinion of people affected is not subverted by means that we 
consider shabby when used by the Communists and that the economic facts of 
life may not be withheld from our western Montana and Northwest people by 
a controlled press. 

To sum up what I have said, I wish to go strongly on record as favoring the 
Columbia Valley Corporation as a step in the right direction. 

Respectfully submitted. 

PappocK, SKELTON & HENDRICKS, 
By D. A. Pappock. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Ronan, Mont., December 10, 1958. 


Senator RrcHARD NEUBERGER, 
Acting Chairman, Subcommittee, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear Senator: In reviewing the committee print revision of 8. 3114 con- 
cerning the proposal to create a Columbia River Development Corporation ; the 
Ronan Chamber of Commerce has found nothing to warrant a change in the 
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position of opposition presented to your committee, by letter, dated last spring 
when hearings were being conducted on S. 3114 in Washington, D.C. 

We especially note the lack of provision for protection of Indian treaty rights. 
which vitally interests us and our Indian neighbors on the Flathead Indian 
Reservation; especially in light of the announcement this week by the Corps 
of U.S. Army Engineers that it will seek congressional authorization for the 
Knowles project and the Flathead Lake outlet improvement project; both of 
which involve Indian treaty lands and rights and both of which presumably 
would be under the proposed Corporation’s control. 

Study of the committee print reveals no action has been taken to lessen the 
dangers to free enterprise in the region by actions of this proposed Corporation. 

On behalf of the Ronan Chamber of Commerce, I wish to urge the rejection. 
of this proposal because it is unnecessary for orderly resource development ; 
because it would threaten the future economy of the region by giving power 
generation use of water a priority over that of nonpower uses; and last but not 
least, because it contains no adequate provisions for the protection of Indian 
treaty rights and the rights of States and individuals in matters that might 
come before the Corporation. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM ANDERSON, President. 


RouND BuTTE GRANGE No. 126, 
Ronan, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Hon. Senator RicHaArp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Senator: Round Butte Grange No. 126, composed of farmers and ranchers 
residing in the Round Butte community in central Lake County, Mont., wishes 
to take this opportunity to express its dissatisfaction and opposition to the type 
of legislation embodied in the committee print revision of S. 3114 which calls 
for creating a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

We are decidedly not in favor of placing the administration of our vast power 
and water resources in the hands of an appointed board over which we, as 
citizens and owners, have no supervision or control. 

We feel that this type of administration is dictatorial and we are not for 
dictatorship whether benevolent or otherwise. 

The above expression on behalf of Round Butte Grange No. 126, Ronan, Mont., 
was authorized by order of the executive committee. 

KENNETH Boyp, Master. 


MissouLa, Mont., December 12, 1958. 


CHAIRMAN OF THE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: I would like to express my disagreement with the whole idea of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation. Montanans do not want their State 
covered with water for the benefit of others. We want to be governed by our 
own representatives and not by a special group of five men appointed by the 
President, no matter how good he is. That would not be democracy. It 
would give too much liberty to the Board and guarantee none to the citizens. 
It is up to our elected representatives in Congress to see that such a thing does 
not happen anywhere in this wonderful land of ours. I am not thinking of 
just Montana. 

If such a Board were allowed once it would be easy for another to be formed 
to take over Other industries and other parts of the country. God forbid that 
such should happen. I have four boys who have served and are serving in the 
services. It would be a waste of manpower to support such things in our country 
that we are fighting in others. 

May God guide all our lawmakers that they may take their problems to Him 
before deciding. 

Sincerely, 


Mrs. BeRTHA COUGHREN. 
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Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 

Senate Committee Hearing on Columbia Corporation bill, 
Kalispell High School Auditorium, 

Kalispell, Mont. 

DeAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The Nation, the Northwest and particularly our 
country, need all the power that can be got out of the Columbia without 
excessive cost. It must be available for private and municipal distribution at 
low cost. It must be produced in such a way as to prevent floods and to hold 
them back in Montana to attract industry, provide recreation and irrigation. 
Only well-planned Federal development, with the antimonopoly (preference 
clause), supplemented by appropriate private development can bring this about 
rapidly and maintain an abundance of power ahead of need. 

The long blackout on new Federal starts proves that the present situation is 
bad. I believe the Columbia Corporation Development Act, coupled with the 
Paradise bill, which gives Montana first claim on a reasonable amount of 
power, would get the job done with just benefits to all. 

Respectfully yours, 


































CLARENCE KEYSER. 
Mrs. CLARENCE KEYSER. 
POLSON, MONT. 





St. Ienatius, Monr., December 5, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Hearing of Senate Public Works Committee, 
High School Auditorium, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am glad that you and your committee are under- 
taking to get Federal development going on the Columbia again. President 
Truman certainly was right when he said at Hungry Horse, “Take a good look 
at it. If the Republicans and the power trust get in it will be a long time 
before you see another.” Disaster lies ahead if a systematic building program 
is not started soon. 

In this area we have suffered a serious agricultural depression and long 
years of underdevelopment. We have been starving for power right in the 
midst of abundance, both developed and undeveloped. The high-priced power 
produced so cheaply by the Montana Power Co. does not attract industry here. 
It flows out and will continue to do so, leaving us stranded. The same is true 
of Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Gorge—all private dams. 

Now with our Paradise Dam bill soon to be introduced with the strongest 
endorsement in the election, and the Columbia River Development Act ap- 
proaching introduction in Congress, we are again hopeful. The thing that 
has sold the Paradise Dam to Montana people is its reservation of dam site 
power for use in Montana with first call on it going to municipalities and 
corporations. 

Lake County seemed strong for the company’s alternative scheme of little 
monopoly dams and partial development, which people thought might come 
faster, but the reservation of power plus industrial rate power for 35 miles out 
from Paradise, provided for in the Paradise bill has won them over. Those who 
support Paradise will also support the Corporation Act if they are sure that it 
will back up these two things in the Paradise bill so we can get both bills passed. 
We do not want any change in the local benefits in the Paradise bill. 

Respectfully, 
PAUL CAREY. 


THE BuTTE CHAMBER OF COM MERCE, 
Butte, Mont., November 18, 1958. 
Mr. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 

Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 

Senate Office Buiiding, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Sir: The enclosed resolution was adopted by the board of directors of 
the Butte Chamber of Commerce at their November meeting. We ask your con- 
sideration of this resolution. 

Very truly yours, 

LARRY SMITH, President. 
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RESOLUTION OF BUTTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas at the request of the Northwest Public Power Association, there has 
been introduced in the Congress of the United States, by Senator Neuberger of 
Oregon and others, a bill known as 8. 3114 to establish a Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation; and 

Whereas said Corporation would be designed to take over the duties and func- 
tions of the Bonneville Power Administration and to build, acquire, and exercise 
control over hydroelectric and steam-electric power projects in the Pacific North- 
west; and 

Whereas 8. 3114 follows in principle the lines of previously introduced Colum- 
bia Valley Authority legislation, which legislation has been vigorously opposed 
and rejected by the people of the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation would be 
vested with broad powers over the people and the resources of the Pacific 
Northwest, would create another layer of Federal domination and control over 
the region, would threaten the economic freedom and rights of the people and 
would create additional burden on the taxpayers by promoting more tax-free, 
subsidized power; and 

Whereas the proposed Corporation would be authorized to finance its opera- 
tions by the issuance of revenue bonds, which procedure is dangerous and un- 
sound fiscal procedure and removes said Corporation from effective control by 
the Congress; and 

Whereas the proposed Corporation would have the authority to disapprove 
and prevent the construction, operation, or maintenance of any water facilities 
sought by water users in the State of Montana, thus threatening the water rights 
of the people of this State and depriving Montana of effective control over the 
waters that rise within its borders; and 

Whereas this proposed legislation is socialistic in nature and is designed to 
promote the cause of tax-free public ownership in the Pacific Northwest: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Butte Chamber of Commerce is hereby opposed to enact- 
ment of 8. 3114 and is opposed to the principle of Federal controi over the water 
resources of Montana and of the Pacifie Northwest; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Butte Chamber of Commerce hereby authorizes its presi- 
dent or such representative as he shall designate to appear at the public hearing 
to be held in Kalispell, December 11, 1958, to express the chamber’s opposition 
to this proposed legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Honorable James E. 
Murray, the Honorable Mike Mansfield, the Honorable Lee Metcalf, members of 
Montana’s delegation in the Congress of the United States, and to the chairman 
of the Senate Public Works Committee. 


FLATHEAD ExLectric CooreraTive, INC., 
Kalispell, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Enclosed is a copy of resolutions passed by the board 
of trustees for the Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., of Kalispell, Mont., at a 
meeting held on December 2, 1958. 

We have forwarded the original copy of these resolutions to Senator Richard 
Neuberger at this office in Portland, Oreg. We would like to have this copy 
placed on permanent file with the committee. Since the resolutions are being 
printed in the local press the board does not feel that there is any particular 
necessity for them to testify at the hearing to be held in Kalispell, Mont., on 
December 11, 1958. 

Thank you very much for the courtesy of letting us know about this hearing. 

Yours very truly, 
J. M. Garrison, Manager. 
CERTIFICATE 
I, Ellen S. Logan, secretary of Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., a rural 
electric cooperative with its principal office at Kalispell, Mont., do hereby certify 
that the following is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the 
87710—59—pt. 2-39 
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board of trustees of said cooperative at a special meeting of the board held on 
December 2, 1958, to wit: Be it 

“Resolved by the Board of Trustees of Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
That it is the opinion of this board that: 

“1. The responsibility of the board is primarily to the members of the coopera- 
tive which rely on low-cost economical power made available to them over power 
lines owned by the cooperative. 

“2. The economical development of the rural areas of the Flathead Valley can 
largely be attributed to the availability of electrical energy delivered out to 
where it is needed at retail rates below the national average price. 

“3. The cooperative’s ability to maintain its present price levels will depend 
in whole or in part on the availability of low-cost reliable power from Federal 
generation; or on generation based on comprehensive river development. 

“4. Dams such as Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, the Dalles in Oregon and 
much of the private generation along the Columbia River drainage would not 
have been feasible except for the transmission lines, substations, and other 
facilities constructed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 

“5 The development of recreational areas, fish and wildlife facilities, irriga- 
tion systems, flood control, and improved navigation all rely upon revenues 
derived from the sale of power. The comprehensive development of all of 
those things could not have been accomplished but for the establishment of a 
Federal power marketing agency such as the Bonneville Power Administration. 
It cannot be continued without a similar type of organization with improved 
financial and operating procedures. 

“6. Although the Bonneville Power Administration is ahead of schedule on 
payout the present financial trend that has developed during the past 3 years, 
if allowed to continue, will eventually lead to an increase in power cost for the 
2,300 consumers now served by the Flathead Electric Cooperative and con- 
ceivably to all other power consumers in the area. 

“7. This trend seems to have been brought about by the administration’s 
encouragement of non-Federal dams such as those constructed by public utility 
districts, private utilities, and those being proposed by some REA borrowers, 
dams which are enhanced by Federal storage such as at Hungry Horse and 
which would not be feasible at current power prices except for the existence 
of Federal power facilities. 

“8, The present generating capabilities in the Northwest are adequate to meet 
the firm power requirements of the region for many years to come provided 
adequate upstream storage dams are constructed. There is no indication that 
these, storage facilities can or will be constructed by any organization other 
than the Federal Government or the proposed Columbia River Development 
Corporation. By providing increased storage much duplication of expensive 
generation by both private and public groups can be avoided. 

“9. The proposed Columbia River Development Corporation, as the bill is 
now written will: 

“(a) Protect State water rights. 

“(b) Place control of the operation of publicly owned facilities in the hands 
of local people and guarantee the security of loans at current cost of money 
to the U.S. Government. 

“(c) Should make the operations of facilities now owned by the Bonneville 
Power Administration more economical and eliminate much of the confusion 
arising from integration, wheeling, and cooperation agreements. 

“Therefore in consideration of the foregoing the board of trustees for the 
Flathead Electric Cooperative wishes to go on record as being in favor of a 
Columbia River Development Corporation.” 

I do hereby further certify that all the board members were present at such 
meeting and their names are as follows: 

Byron Graham, route 1, Kalispell, Mont., president. 

Ellen S. Logan, route 1-A, Columbia Falls, Mont., secretary-treasurer. 
Fred Krueger, route 3, Kalispell, Mont., vice president. 

William Mackin, route 1, Kalispell, Mont. 

Ross Luding, Martin City, Mont. 

William Krall, Hungry Horse, Mont. 

Henry deYong, route 4, Kalispell, Mont. 

Olander Slethaug, Bigfork, Mont. 

Madeline Hanson, Kila, Mont. 

In witness whereof, I have hereto affixed my signature this 4th day of 
December 1958. 


OLLEN 8. LoGan, Secretary. 








el 


BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 1265 


MontrANA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Bozeman, Mont., December 2, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Public Works, Washington, D.C. 
DeaR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Enclosed is a copy Resolution No. 2 entitled “Valley 
Authority Type Legislation.” 
This resolution was adopted by the Montana Reclamation Association at 
their 16th annual meeting held in Bozeman November 11-13, 1958. 
Very truly yours, 
STANLEY W. Howarp, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION No. 2—VALLEY AUTHORITY Type LEGISLATION 


Whereas a bill prepared for introduction into the 86th Congress of the United 
States proposing to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish a 
Columbia River Development Corporation ; 

Whereas the legislation proposes the establishment of an independent Govern- 
ment Corporation with broad powers over the construction, operation and develop- 
ment of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for valley authority 
control, and, in effect, would be a Valley Authority under another name; and 

Whereas the powers granted to this proposed Corporation would seriously 
threaten State water rights and local control over water for beneficial consump- 
tive purposes, including agriculture, and would deprive Montana of control over 
the waters that rise within its boundaries ; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation would be primarily interested in power 
production, with the result that long-range planning of water resources for the 
benefit of agiculture and reclamation would be hampered ; and 

Whereas there is no need for the creation of new governmental control agencies 
to participate in the water-resource development of the Pacific Northwest: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montana State Reclamation Association, in accordance with 
its previously held position in opposition to any type of valley-authority legisla- 
tion, does hereby oppose and register its objection to the passage of S. 3114 or any 
similar legislation to create a Columbia River Development Corporation and 
urges the congressional delegation from Montana to work for its defeat; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, to the Chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Works, and to the Honorable James E. Murray, the Honorable Mike Mans- 
field, the Honorable Lee Metealf, and the Honorable LeRoy Anderson, Members 
of the Congress from the State of Montana ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be presented to the National Reclama- 
tion Association at its annual convention in Houston, Tex., with a request that 
the National Association go on record as opposing this type of legislation. 

Dated this 12th day of November, 1958. 





NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., December 16, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Enclosed herewith is a resolution which was adopted 
by the State Reclamation Association at their annual convention held at Fargo, 
N. Dak., on October 27, 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 


Mio W. HoIsveen, National Director. 
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RESOLUTION No. 14—VALLEY AUTHORITIES 


Whereas this association has consistently opposed the creation of so-called 
valley authorities and modifications thereof ; and 

Whereas the last session of Congress again saw the introduction of bills 
which would create some form of such authority legislation on certain rivers of 
our Nation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the North Dakota Reclamation Association in meeting assem- 
bled at Fargo, N. Dak., this 27th day of October 1958, unequivocably goes on 
record as being opposed to the creation of any such valley authority or like 
device for governing any of our river basins; and be it further 

Resolved, That this Association expresses its continued confidence in exist- 
ing Federal agencies that have participated and are participating in the de 
velopment of our river basins ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be mailed to the Secretary of the 
Interior, Secretary of Defense, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, the 
Chairmen of the Committees on Public Works of the Congress, and to the con- 
gressional delegation representing the State of North Dakota. 
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APPENDIX 


Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The power companies are fighting this Columbia 
River Corporation bill just as they have fought every public power dam since 
Georgia Morris first introduced the Muscle Shoals bill. 

Has public power hurt them? The record doesn’t look that way. I have a 
pamphlet put out by TVA that shows the common stock earnings of the big 
privately owned power companies of the United States doubled from 1937 to 
1952. But the common stock earnings of the companies right around the TVA 
went up five times. This isn’t New Deal propaganda. It’s put out by the Hisen- 
hower administration. It’s dated 1954. 

Then there is the table on page 558 of the hearings on this bill which you 
asked to have put into the record, Senator. It shows the earnings of the major 
electric utilities of the country went up over 48 percent between 1952 and 1957. 

If the power companies haven’t been hurt in the 20 years we’ve had Federal 
yardstick power and aren’t being hurt now, and if they distribute 80 percent of 
the power in the country—what are they afraid of? This bill doesn’t give the 
Corporation any power to go ahead onits own. It is still just as much under the 
control of Congress as public power always has been. 

Then what is it the power companies want, the whole hog? 

Respectfully, 
, A. N. ROBERTS. 
(See chart on p. 1268.) 


CHARLO, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: The provisions of the Columbia Development Cor- 
poration Act seem not only just but generous to the private power companies. 
They are permitted to continue construction of dams and also to share equi- 
tably in the low-cost power produced by Federal dams. But the companies are 
throwing their whole weight against anything and everything which gives the 
people, through their Government, an important role. They say they are just 
trying to put a stop to Government ownership, “socialism” as they call it. This 
is equivalent to saying that they propose a revolution in the American system, 
in which, fortunately for the freedom of private enterprise, public ownership 
and development has always been an important factor. They denounce as 
“socialism” public ownership, development and use of the rivers which the 
American people have always enjoyed. 

With this scare word they are trying to talk the people out of their most valu- 
able material birthright. If the people allow themselves to be duped in this way 
they will learn too late that along with the rivers they will also have lost their 
birthright of freedom. 

The degree and kind of public ownership we and our forefathers have enjoyed 
is no threat of socialism, but is essential to the preservation and improvement 
of our democracy. The only “socialism” that really threatens in this country 
is the monopolistic and corporate type which overshadows our democratic gov- 
ernments—State and National. A large part of our productive facilities is al- 
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ready owned by a comparatively few corporations and these are ruled by a 
relatively small number of men at the top who are capable of keeping them- 
selves in power and even choosing their successors. This centralization and con- 
centration in the hands of fewer and fewer people has proceeded faster in recent 
years than ever before. 

If the top officials of these great concentrations of ownership and economic 
power succeed in tricking the people out of their remaining natural resources, 
will the people have left little more than the outward semblance of democracy? 
Will it not increase the threat of the socialism of corporate collectivism to 
American democracy ? 


Respectfully, 
T. B. WILLIAMSON. 


CHARLO, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 


Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DeaAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: AS chairman of the Democratic Central Committee 
of Lake County may I request that the following paragraphs of the Montana 
Democratic platform of 1958 be included in the hearings as follows: 

“We believe natural resources belong to the people and must be managed in 
the public interest. 

“We believe in the principle of multiple-purpose uses and we will continue to 
work for sound, progressive, and comprehensive management and development 
of the land and water resources of our State and Nation in order to get the 
maximum flood control, irrigation and reclamation, power, forest production, 
grazing, fish and wildlife conservation, and recreation. 

“We call for a redoubling of effort to increase the power output of the Nation, 
particularly hydropower from our great rivers which furnish free fuel in per- 
petuity so that the Nation may continue to expand its industrial potential— 

““(a) to keep pace with our rapidly growing population, 

“(b) to maintain our standard of living, 

“(c) to maintain our lead over Russia which is expanding its hydropower 
installations at twice the rate of the United States. 

“We urge Federal construction of a dam at the Paradise site or such alternate 
site as may be feasible, which will utilize this natural reservoir to the maximum 
consistent with other uses and with economic feasibility. 

“We support in principle the Regional Power Corporation bill as a means for 
improving the administration of a basinwide program of multiple-purpose dams 
and transmission lines, of benefit to Montana and the entire Northwest.” 

A great deal of feeling has been stirred up over the Paradise project in this 
part of the State. While most of the newspapers opposed it vigorously in the 
editorial columns, and often in their news columns as well, I believe the election 
returns show clearly how the people really feel. May I enclose a copy of a 
letter written by the chairman of the committee for Paradise Dam, of which I am 
a member, which summarizes these results. 

From reading the Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 1959, I be- 
lieve it would help us to get the Paradise (or Knowles) project, and vice versa, 
I should like to be recorded as favoring the bill in principle, personally as well 
as in my capacity as county chairman for the Democratic Party. 

Respectfully, 


Viota J. Hera. 


MIssou.a, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator Ricnarpv L. NEUBERGER, 


Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Please consider this testimony as an endorsement 
of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill, as revised, in principle. 

We respect the long-range planning aspects of the program because its planning 
looks not only to the present but to the future welfare and well-being of all our 
citizens and because the program pursues and supports the guiding principles 
of such conservationists as Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot, who long 
ago admonished us of our responsibility to ourselves and to future generations. 

We take exception in the following respect to the Corporation bill which places 
no reservation of power at or hear the damsites: 
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We believe that the power generated at any dam should be reserved in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 2—A of the Paradise bill. We have 
watched the development of Columbia Falls, Mont., and the whole of Flathead 
County due to such a reservation in the Hungry Horse Act and we, therefore, 
urge that a similar reservation be incorporated in the Corporation bill to insure 
‘the industrial development of western Montana and other underdeveloped 
Western States through which the Columbia River and its tributaries flow. 

We commend you for providing the people of western Montana the opportunity 
to be heard before your committee. It gives those of us who live here and are 
deeply concerned but cannot afford the costs of a trip to Washington, D.C., or 
even a neighboring State, to appear before you and express our interest and 
concern for the development of our area. 


Respectfully submitted. 
LAVERNE W. TAYLOR. 


ADELINE BARTRON. 


Sr. Rees CoM MUNITY COUNCIL, 
St. Regis, Mont., December 7, 1958. 
Hon. Rich arp NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 

Deak SENATOR: At a directors’ meeting on December 6, 1958, it unanimously 
decided to go on record as against the proposed Senate bill No. 3114 or any other 
measure of like nature. Therefore, the following resolution was adopted. 

Resolved, That Senate bill 3114 would be injurious to the economy, to the free- 
dom and independence of the citizens of this great area described in House bill 
3114 as the Columbia River drainage, and that it would deprive the people of 
their right to be heard to express themselves in a free election. 

It would create a new agency to supervise the waters, transmission lines, and 
sale of electricity, to the destruction of our taxpaying industries or any new op- 
erating and discourage new industry from coming to this area. We cannot con- 
ceive why this great democracy would place a vast area of the United States under 
one man control. To this we are unalterably opposed. 

Yours very truly, 
RutH McCaLium, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
Ropert C, PAULLIN, 
President. 


CoorER TIMBER Co., 
DeBorgia, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Srm: As a resident of Mineral County, western Montana, for 35 years, as 
a business person for more than 15 years, and a firm believer that the free-enter- 
prise system of instituting a progressive society has been proven by the tremen- 
dous advances made in these United States to be far and away the most successful 
of any tried in the history of mankind, I am writing this letter to protest passage 
of Senate bill 3114. 

Senate bill 3114 is of particular importance to those of us who live in the Colum- 
bia River drainage system. It is, perhaps, of even greater importance to the citi- 
zens of western Montana, since considerable of the water under consideration 
comes from the mountainous region of that area; but it should be of vital impor- 
tance to every person in the United States, since it constitutes a threat far greater 
than power shortages, flood control, erosion, navigation, or any of the other mate- 
rial problems that are being used as an excuse to establish an all powerful Colum- 
bia River Corporation. This bill is simply another step down the socialistic trail 
that this country, like it or not, appears to be traveling. 

This is the scepter that will not look formidable until it is too late. That will 
affect every man, woman, and child in this country whether or not they have even 
heard that there is such a thing as the Columbia River. 

Private enterprise has made this country what it is. Let’s keep it that way. 


Yours very truly, 
DENNIS CoopreR, Manager. 
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THe MurrAY HEREFORD RANOH, 
Thompson Falls, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I am the owner-operator of a several thousand acre cattle ranch immediately 
east of Thompson Falls, Mont. Having lived on the same site on this property 
for over 40 years I am neither an absentee owner nor a speculator. As part 
of this spread I have owned land bordering both sides of the Clark Fork River. 
The remaining land of mine constitutes what is probably the longest strip of 
land in Sanders County on the banks of the Clark Fork River owned by an 
individual. Control of the water in that river and the rights of owners of land 
adjacent to it are of vital importance to me. 

So-called valley authorities and similar socialistic devices such as S. 3114 vio- 
late the rights of property ownership that for hundreds of years were guaran- 
teed by common law and our Constitution. Therefore, I emphatically oppose 
S. 3114. 

O. J. MURRAY. 


MIssouLa, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee Hearing, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear Sir: The U.S. Department of Labor predicts that Northwest unemploy- 
ment this winter will be greater than last winter. This situation could have 
been avoided if we had had more low-cost power to attract new industries and 
jobs. I feel creation of a regional Federal power corporation will be a big step 
to relieve future unemployment in the Northwest. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH E. FoNnrENoOT. 


' Bittines, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I’m writing to endorse the Columbia River develop- 
ment proposal because I believe it will help accomplish much-needed comprehen- 
sive development of our water resources. 

Of Montana’s total hydroelectric potential of 6,650,610 kilowatts, only 851,510 
kilowatts, or a puny 138 percent has been developed. The rest—87 percent—is 
wasted, and we, in Montana, and throughout the Columbia Valley are poor for this 
loss. 

It would be unthinkable for a farmer or rancher to grow a crop and then leave 
it unharvested in his fields, but that’s just what we're doing with our water 
resources. 

In our snows and rainfall, we grow our potential hydroharvest—our spring 
runoff is the rich crop. When we neglect to harness or harvest it, we waste this 
valuable resource. 

We need to stop procrastinating and get to harvesting Montana’s waterpower— 
by building projects like Paradise, Libby, and Yellowtail (on the Big Horn) Dams. 
By building these and other projects we will be going a long way toward stabilizing 
Montana’s, and our Nation’s economy. 

I'd hoped to, and still intend to try to get to the hearings and make this state- 
ment in person, but road conditions make this unlikely. So please put me on 
record in behalf of the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. 

Respectfully, 
WILLARD BW. FRASER. 


Re Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 1959. 


Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Senate Committee on Public Works. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: In supporting the Columbia River Development 
Corporation Act, I wish to point out that the thinking of Montanans on the 
subject is deeply grooved in the pattern of the Hungry Horse, which is now in 
operation, and of the Paradise bill printed by the Senate Interior Committee and 
to be introduced as either the Paradise or Knowles bill. 
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This bill has been a grassroots development, carefully designed to meet the 
needs and views of the local people with fairness to the region and the country. 
Montana Power with its Kerr Dam in Lake County, has been able to dominate 
the attitude in this area until the last 2 years. Opposed by the power companies 
and their allies with all of their might, and vigorously supported hy the people 
out of their own pockets and time, the Paradise bill held its own at the hearing 
by the Army engineers and it has triumphed in the recent elections, in which it 
was the local issue. 

Our hearts are set on final enactment of this bill, the dam to be located at 
Paradise or nearby. Having in mind that both measures are opposed by the same 
interests for the same reasons, and that these interests would use any apparent 
conflict to defeat both, may I urge that the wording of the Corporation Act be so 
clearly adapted to acceptance of the Hungry Horse-Paradise pattern that the 
strategy of our opponents to divide and conquer will get nowhere, and the two 
measures will reinforce one another as strongly as possible. 

Respectfully, 
OLIN W. BAKER, 
ZertTtaA O. BAKER, 
St. Ignatius, Mont. 


KALISPELL, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 


US. Senator, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to express my support for the principles 
embodied in the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation legislation 
that is, the orderly development of the power resources in the States affected 
upon a regional basis so that full utilization of those resources may be realized. 

We in western Montana have suffered a distinct economic loss by the failure 
to reserve any of the power benefits for Montana upon the construction of the 
Cabinet Gorge and Noxom dams. In distinct contrast is Hungry Horse Dam, 
from which all of western Montana has greatly benefited. I believe that legis- 
lation similar to that now proposed will enable us to have more dams similar to 
Hungry Horse and the resulting benefits. If the legislative status quo is main- 
tained we face further losses as more Cabinet Gorge and Noxon dams are 
built. I do believe that the bill in its final form should contain a_ specific 
formula for a definite reservation of power to the area in which the dam is 
eonstructed. Your Montana colleagues in the Senate will no doubt make an 
effective effort to see that such a reservation is contained in the final bill. 

I also want to express my appreciation for this opportunity to be heard— 
again in sharp contrast to the method adopted to obtain construction of 
Cabinet Gorge. Locally there has been a deluge of daily newspaper accounts 
attempting to create an atmosphere of fear—fear that Flathead Lake will be 
raised, fear that Montana’s water rights are jeopardized—but little effort to in- 
form the public as to the content of the proposed legislation. However it is 
my belief that the majority of the people of Flathead County, as evidenced 
by the support of labor unions, farmers and individuals, and evidenced by 
the very recent election, support the principles of this proposed legislation. 
Moreover much of the opposition, long before the committee print was avail- 
able, had prejudged the matter and condemned the legislation without even 
knowing what it embodied. I am sure that when they have given careful 
consideration to this legislation that many of them will support it. 

Very truly yours, 





CHARLES L. HAsH. 


PLatins, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Subject: Statement of D. R. Nelson and family of Plains, Mont. on 8. 3114. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg.: 


As a family engaged in farming and stock raising in western Montana, we 
wish to express our opposition to S. 3114. These are some of the reasons 
for our opposition. 

This bill is socialistic in nature in that it is designed to promote public 
ownership. 

Since the Corporation may acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, such real 
and personal property as it may find necessary to carry out its functions, 
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it poses a real threat to all water users or local utilization of water resources. 

We feel that the wisest planning for all our natural resources, water, timber, 
oil and grass, can best be served by Federal, State and local governments along 
with the industries and the people working together for the wise development 
of these resources, instead of a five-man dictator-type management, untrained 
in this type of supervision. 

We believe this proposed legislation is actually a Columbia Valley Authority, 
under another name, used merely to confuse people of the area. We have 
always opposed any Authority-type government and do strongly oppose the 
creation of a CVA, under any name, that may be used to promote this legis- 
lation, 

D. R. NELSON, 

Mrs. Inez NELSON, 
JoHn R. NELSON, 

Mrs. PATRICIA NELSON, 
D. Bruce NELSON, 
Mrs. AMy STEPHENS. 


STATEMENT OF RosertT 8S. Lover, RANCHER, OF PLAINS, Mont., REGARDING SENATE 
Bit 3114 


As a rancher in the area to be directly affected if Senate bill 3114 becomes law 
I wish to enter protest on the grounds that many of us are dependent on private 
water rights and I do not feel that we have any assurance that we would continue 
to hold these rights if S. 83114 were passed. 

Also, I do not believe we need any such control, by the Government, of Montana 
water resources. Why not let the States and other interests who want our water 
look to their own means of storage and power development? Why should Mon- 
tana become a series of lakes to supply downstream interests? Only because we 
have in these United States a few men who would like to see a repetition of na- 
tionalized industry such as England had and could not supply their own needs. 

Our private power companies can do very well supplying our power require- 
ments if given a fair chance by the Government, and at the same time pay tax 
on all installations instead of the taxpayers paying the millions of initial cost 
plus more millions of dollars interest on Government construction over a 50-or- 
more-year repayment period, as the Government never seems to be able to make 
such projects pay out in actual operation. Only on paper with a lot of trick book- 
keeping methods. 

A five-man board with the power these men would have is neither American 
nor democratic and has no place in our form of government if we are to continue 
to be a self-governing people. 

S. 3114 is written in such a manner with reference to so many sections of other 
laws that it is next to impossible to determine all the provisions that would be 
put into effect should it be passed by Congress. 


Rosert 8. Lover. 





KALISPELL, Mont., December 11, 1958. 
To: Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER, chairman, Public Works Committee of the U.S. 
Senate. 
From: Dennis A. Dellwo, secretary, Flathead Irrigation District. 
Inre: Opposition to Senate bill 3114. 

Some 10 years ago, a small group of self-designated superplanners conceived 
the idea that the resource development of the great Northwest would speed 
forward if we would just place it all into the hands of a board of men who would 
be supposedly standing upon the “magic carpet of valley authority.” The right- 
minded and foresighted people of the area staged a stunning exposé of the pro- 
posed monster. 

Today the same destructive creature parades before us, under an assumed 
name, admitting by that subterfuge, that it travels in a shadow of duplicity. We 
hope, sir, that the remonstrance of us upstream folks against our being made the 
helpless beneficiaries of a smail group who would be placed above us to plan 
our lives for us, will be considered without prejudice. 

The proposal before us is not limited to the watershed of the Columbia. The 
plans are all prepared for nine authorities covering the whole of the United 


| 





oo EES we rose 


a ae a a 








1274 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


States. The old “wedge system” will be used. Once the wedge be entered, 
a systematic tapping at opportune times, and, soon it is all done. 

A few weeks back, we of the United States held a vigorously debated election 
under the two-party system. We went to the booths with no handsickle over our 
necks to vote as we pleased, right or wrong. 

If the nine proposed authorities should be set up, then, within the next genera- 
tion, there will be neither party. In fact, the mere naming of either party will 
be considered the use of a “dirty word” the utterance of which will be a major 
erime. 

The question whether we of the United States shal! drift, further and further 
from the ideals of unfettered democracy, under a minimum of government, closer 
and closer to the package-type of “democracy” as it is enjoyed by the paralyzed 
little nations of Eastern Europe, should be easy for sincere people to answer. We 
must be skeptical of all suggestions for major changes in the basic procedures of 
our Government as it has operated, to the wonderment of the rest of the world, 
for more than 160 years. 

For more than a century the Department of the Interior has functioned in the 
administration of the public domain. The works of the Department, as to the size 
of the job done, the skill, ingenuity, and general resourcefulness involved, have 
stood the test of time. But lo! this Department stands on no “magic carpet.” It 
acts only as Congress may direct. 

The proposed new agency, in each of the “authority” areas, would be 
administered by a board of five men. Those boards would not be chosen by the 
people of the areas. They would be named by the President. Only the President 
could fire one of them. Without the consent of the President, it would take 
two-thirds of Congress to change the proposed law. But, from time to time, 
with a radical Congress and a friendly President, the old “rug’’ would be jerked 
from under us. 

Of course we are told that proposed acts of Congress will protect us from any 
future arbitrary action by a valley authority. The sponsors of this vicious thing 
know very well that Congress cannot tie its own hands. In fact, ithe sponsors 
themselves already have a whole page of suggested changes to their own pro- 
posed bill. No act of Congress and no decree of any Government agency can 
give us any dependable assurance of anything. 

We of the Flathead irrigation project operate a power system which was 
authorized by a special act of Congress. That act said that our power should be 
sold—sold with net revenues going to a certain purpose. Completely ignoring that 
act, the then Secretary of the Interior directed our project to supply power for 
construction of Hungry Horse Dam. Our project has not yet been reimbursed for 
the actual out-of-pocket cost uf delivering that power. 

According to the bill now being promoted, a profession of faith in valley 
authority procedures must be subscribed under oath before anyone could be 
named on one of those boards. A large number of people would sign anything 
to be on one of those boards. Self-respecting men, the sort who should be on such 
a board, would not so humble their mentalities. 

The old bill required that the chairman of each board be resident in Wash- 
ington, D.C. No trouble to tack that onto the new bill. Imagine if you can 
nine of those boards, with their chairmen cliqued up in D.C. No trouble to see 
that picture. The nine chairmen organized as a super board with one of them 
as U.S. chairman, dominating the business of the nine authorities, taking their 
cues from the horde of “braintrusters” who would swarm in there. 

Feature such an organization as a political machine. The specious contention 
that such an organization would not molest local administrative agencies cannot 
be laughed at. In the administration of our rather small project we were 
threatened by a brazen and underhanded attempt by BPA to take over virtual 
contro! of our power business. They got caught at it. 

Anyone with a spark of vision can see thousands of employees infiltrated into 
every crevasse of society, getting in their political influence. Already they have 
been at it. An issue of “Inside Interior” a few years back reported on its front 
page the activities of an Assistant Secretary of the Interior who was speaking all 
over the Northwest in favor of CVA. The article spoke of him as “spearheading” 
the drive for CVA. Wewere paying him to do that to us. 

He told us that under TVA the terrible floods from which the area previously 
suffered had all been done away with. He didn’t tell us that the area now 
permanently flooded is far larger than any area naturally flooded in the previous 
10,000 years. He told of the reduced tenancy among farmers, but he didn’t tell 
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that the old tenants had been driven into the hills by the million acres of reser- 
voirs. He didn’t tell that farms were bought at lavish prices and then sold to 
former tenants with nothing down and a lifetime to pay. 

One is reminded of the U.S. Senator who angrily shouted that he was getting 
tired of fraudulent statistics. He said a Senator should be able to believe the 
data which was given him by Government agencies. 

I have mentioned the power system operated in connection with the Flathead 
project. Ours is a Government-sponsored project operating under a contract 
with irrigation districts. Our powerlines reach the remotest farmsteads and 
serve the user out there at the end of the wire at the same rates as are paid by 
our town customers. Those rates are lower than TVA rates. Our system was 
established before there were any valley authorities or REA’s. Our power is 
supplied by private enterprise. 

The policies of our project are shaped and put into effect through the coopera- 
tion of the irrigation districts and the Indian Service. The districts boards are 
elected by us. No one stands over us with a club. We are capable of running 
our Own business and do not want to be dragged under the big umbrella. 

I am opposed to valley authorities because history has always recorded that 
when men are given too much power they immediately begin to build an empire 
for themselves. 

I am opposed to that type of governmental technique because as an American 
I am opposed to setting aside proven processes in disregard of constitutional 
provisions. 

I am opposed to valley authorities because I can see lurking in their shadows 
sinister and insidious forces designed to nianeuver us into some sort of totali- 
tarian system just as rapidly as that can be done without arousing our suspicion, 

Respectfully submitted. 

DENNIS A. DELLWO. 


PLAINS-PARADISE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Plains, Mont. 
Hon. RicHArRD L: NEUBERGER, 


Senate Public Works Committee, 
Portland, Oreg.: 

Statement of Stanton L. Diehl, president of the Plains-Paradise Chamber of 
Commerce, regarding 8S. 3114. 

The Plains-Paradise Chamber of Commerce wishes to go on record as being 
opposed to 8. 3114, but not definitely opposed to the development of the Columbia 
River drainage. 

STanton L. Dieu, President. 


——— 


CoLuMBIA FALLs, Mont., December 15, 1958. 
SENATE PuBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


DearR Sirs: A series of four regional meetings have been held here in the 
Northwest relative to a measure on bill 8. 3114 proposing to set up what is to be 
termed a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

I want to register as an opponent to the bill. I was unable to attend any of 
the regional meetings to protest the provisions of the bill. I am an individual 
and do not represent any club, organization or group of people. I’ am opposed 
to this sort of legislation just merely on general principles. 

In 1948 I attended a similar meeting in Hot Springs; Mont., where -I joined 
others in presenting a resolution in protest to the building of a Government 
dam on the Clarks Fork of the Columbia River near Paradise, Mont. From 
what I have seen in the papers and heard over radio, S. 3114 is a rehash of the 
issue in 1948 except that now it has teeth in it Which endangers not only the 
region but the State and Nation as well. 

I am a loyal American citizen, a resident of the State for nearly 60 years and 
a resident of this region for more than 32 years. 

I believe in these United States and its Constitution. Our colonial fore- 
fathers who drafted and prepared the Constitution knew the dangers of which 
they carefully avoided in preparing our Constitution, they made provision for 
changes in it to keep vace with changing times, by leaving it subject to amend- 
ment by the various States and branches of the Federal Government. 
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There are certain forces in these United States that would like to see our form 
of Government changed. 

One such change took place a half century ago. It was done in accordance 
with the provisions set forth in the Constitution. The people were fooled at 
the time but, in late years they or at least some of them have learned the folly 
of it. The amendment I have reference to is known as the 16th. Because of 
it the administrators of our Government have taken advantage of it, have 
assumed authority not prescribed or provided for in the Constitution. For the 
last quarter of a century the trend has been more and more toward a centralized 
or socialistic state with each succeeding administration more pronounced in 
its demands upon the citizenry. 

There are three or more words that seem to be distasteful to the average run 
of rank and file Americans. They are communism, socialism, and dictatorship, 
all three have the same meaning and their meaning spells monopolism. 

Capitalism and monopolism cannot live side by side and be coexistent any 
more than the United States and Russia or Red China can. 

I deplore the state of affairs that the United States is coming to. 

If the people want the Federal Government to set itself up in competition 
to free enterprise, such as S. 3114 proposes, let’s do it in an orderly way by 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution and placing it before the Congress, 
the President, and the State legislatures. If it succeeds in passage then I have 
no objections for that is what the people desire. 

A loyal American citizen. 


Sincerely, 
JOHN M. York. 


Hor Sprinas, Mont., November 19, 1958. 
PusBiic WorKsS CoMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Stirs: We are writing to voice our opinion against the proposed bill, 8. 
3114. It sounds like something dreamed up in Russia. 

We are of the opinion that the people should be able to buy and live on this 
land without being constantly afraid of being forced off to build a new dam, 
flood control project, etc., and without a few people dictating the laws to us as to 
what we are supposed to do and how. 

We should have some say in what is done with our land, water, and homesites, 
and it takes more than just a few men to be fair and square about millions of 
people’s futures. We also don’t think it is up to the Government to interfere in 
such business, and feel that it is up to “We the people” to tell who shall have the 
say over our power and water and resources. 


Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. Brit HAYNEs. 


Superror, Mont., Norember 19, 1958. 

PusBLIc WorRKS COMMITTEF, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: This letter is offered in earnest approval of the passing of the 
proposed bill S. 3114, setting up the Columbia River Development Corporation. 

As one of the county commissioners of Mineral County, I represent an area, 
for example, which would have a great part inundated with water from the pro- 
posed Paradise Dam. The people of this area are overwhelmingly in favor of 
this progress, feeling that we dare not continue to flush our great Montana rivers 
unharnessed and unused out of the State. We feel we must use our water or 
lose our Water. 

Your support of this effort will be appreciated by the people of western Mon- 
tana. 


Yours very sincerely, 


MOonNDELL BENNETT. 
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RESOLUTION IN OPpPposITION TO S. 3114 


Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United States a 
proposal to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia 
River Development Corporation (S. 3114), such legislation having been intro- 
duced by Senator Neuberger, Senator Morse, Senator Murray, Senator Hill, 
Senator Mansfield, Senator Sparkman, Senator Jackson, and Senator Magnuson ; 
and 

Whereas the legislation proposes the establishment of a five-man board as 
manager of this Corporation, with broad powers over the construction, operation, 
and development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas the proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for valley au- 
thority control and in effect would be a valley authority under another name; 
and 

Whereas the powers granted to this proposed Corporation would seriously 
threaten States water rights and local control over water for beneficial con- 
sumptive purposes, including agriculture, and would deprive Montana of control 
over the waters that rise within its houndaries; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation would be primarily interested in power 
production, with the result that long-range planning of water resources for the 
benefit of agriculture and reclamation would be hampered ; and 

Whereas we feel that the wisest planning for all of our resources, water, 
timber, oil, and grass can best be served by Mederal, State, and local governments 
along with the industries and the people working together for the wise develop- 
ment of these resources : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Plains, Grange No. 101 in accordance with its previously 
held position in opposition to any type of valley authority legislation, does hereby 
oppose and register its objection to the passage of S. 3114 or any similar legisla- 
tion to create a Columbia River Development Corporation and urges the con- 
gressional delegation from Montana to work for its defeat: and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, to the chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Works, and to the Honorable James E. Murray, the Honorable Mike 
Mansfield, the Honorable Lee Metcalf, and the Honorable LeRoy Anderson, 
Members of the Congress from the State of Montana. 

R. R. VAN DERHOFF, 
Master of Plains Grange No. 101. 
JOHN HETTERLINE, 
Secretary of Plains Grange No. 101. 


RESOLUTION 


Since the enactment into law of S. 3114 would pose grave dangers to the use 
of water and water rights within the Columbia system in Montana, and since 
it would subordinate the government of Montana to supergovernment over which 
the citizens could have no control : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Missoula County Farm Bureau is opposed to the enact- 
ment of 8. 3114. 

Missouta County FARM BUREAU, 
S.S. Mogetay, President. 


Whereas one of Montana’s greatest natural resources is its water ; and 

Whereas Federal law, edicts, and judicial decisions have continually en- 
croached on the right of States to regulate and control its water rights, streams, 
rivers, and other water resources: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we urge the Montana Legislature to enact legislation to protect 
existing water rights for individuals and for the State as a whole; and le it 
further 

Resolved, That we urge Congress to enact legislation providing that water 
rights acquired by Federal agencies must conform to State laws and that such 


legislation be so unambiguous as to be incapable of evasion by any Federal agency ; 
and be it further 
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Resolved, That we oppose the establishment of valley authorities, development 
corporations, or any other Federal, independent quasi-governmental agency for 
the control of Montana water. 

Certified to be a true copy of Resolution No. 20 passed at the Montana Wool 
Growers Association convention in Great Falls, Mont., on December 5, 1958. 

Everett BE. SHUEY, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Montana Wool Growers Association. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved by the Lake County Board of County Commissioners at a regular 
meeting held December 5, 1958, That the Board of County Commissioners for Lake 
County, Mont., as a representative body, for and on behalf of Lake County, Mont., 
oppose and do hereby oppose Federal legislation wherein are proposed amend- 
ments to the Bonneville power bill and other Federal bills providing for the 
creation of a Columbia River Development Corporation. 

Whereas such legislation would create a Corporation empowered to finance, 
construct, purchase, distribute, and market electric power generation facilities 
and electric energy in the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas such legislation gives its Board of Directors broad sweeping powers 
in the development of water resources which have power generation features ; 
and 

Whereas such legislation would in effect be giving a blanket authorization to 
the Corporation for several projects of a highly controversial nature; and 

Whereas some of these projects are located in western Montana and vitally 
affect the economic structure of Lake County which already has almost 50 percent 
of its lands in non-tax-producing ownership; and 

Whereas said Corporation would have veto power over private enterprise 
developments in the region and especially on the Flathead River in Lake and 
Sanders Counties where private enterprise has expressed a desire to develop 
tax-producing facilities : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of County Commissioners of Lake County, State of 
Montana, be on record as opposing the Columbia River Development Corporation 
proposal as outlined in such legislation and its subsequent revisions because said 
Corporation could through its actions destroy the economic future of Lake County 
by limiting the broadening of its tax base by preventing expansion of private 
utility development in Lake County and possibly reducing present tax income 
by absorbing existing private utilities in the county. 

Adopted this 5th day of December 1958. 

Boarp oF County COMMISSIONERS, 
FOR LAKE County, MONnrT., 
By Ra.py MAxwELL, 


Chairman, 
HAROLD GUINN, 
Commissioner. 
H. M. HENDRICKSON, 
Commissioner. 


Attest: 
HAZEL KENNICK, 


County Clerk and Recorder. 





RESOLUTIONS OF HAMILTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, HAMILTON, MONT., DECEMBER 
3, 1958 


COLUMBIA VALLEY CORPORATE AUTHORITY LEGISLATION 


Whereas legislation was introduced into the 1958 Congress under 8. 3114, 
Columbia Valley Corporate Authority, which would create the Columbia Valley 
Development Corporation to develop water and power in the Northwest region of 
the United States; and 

Whereas many of the features of Columbia Valley corporate authority legisla- 
tion are so similar to other valley authorities such as TVA which would create a 
multi-billion-dollar, Government-in-business Federal Corporation controlled by 
five individuals, to expand, own, and operate the Federal power industry in four 
of these States to the exclusion of private enterprise; and 
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Whereas the Corporation would have dominant control over the water resources 
of the area without the checks and balance procedures of appropriative processes ; 
and 

Whereas this Corporation would be tax free and otherwise tax subsidized with- 
out restrictions that are placed on private industry; and 

Whereas the Corporation could take over activities of State and other Federal 
agencies doing water conservation and development work, and would likely crowd 
out all or nearly all of the investor-owned power utilities of the Northwest; and 

Whereas this legislation could have disastrous effects on irrigation rights and 
uses ; and 

Whereas the Hamilton Chamber of Commerce has previously opposed this 
legislation and similar type legislation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Hamilton Chamber of Commerce be on record as opposing 
the Columbia Valley Corporation legislation under 8. 3114 of the last Congress, 
or any other similar-type legislation, that would create a valley authority law or 
create a Federal authority that would have dominant control of private enterprise 
and State development of the water resources of Montana, and instructs its presi- 
dent to cause this resolution to be made a part of the records at the Kalispell 
hearing, December 11, 1958. 

HAMILTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By E. GARDNER BROWNLEE, President. 


RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO §S. 3114 


Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United States a pro- 
posal to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia 
River Development Corporation (S. 3114), such legislation having been introduced 
by Senator Neuberger, Senator Morse, Senator Murray, Senator Hill, Senator 
Mansfield, Senator Sparkman, Senator Jackson, and Senator Magnuson; and 

Whereas the legislation proposes the establishment of a five-man Board as Man- 
ager of this Corporation, with broad powers over the construction, operation, and 
development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for valley authority 
control and in effect would be a valley authority under another name; and 

Whereas the powers granted to this proposed Corporation would seriously 
threaten States water rights and local control over water for beneficial consump- 
tive purposes, including agriculture, and would deprive Montana of control over 
the waters that rise within its boundaries; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation would be primarily interested in power 
production, with the result that long-range planning of water resources for the 
benefit of agriculture and reclamation would be hampered; and 

Whereas we feel that the wisest planning for all of our resources, water, 
timber, oil, and grass can best be served by Federal, State, and local Governments 
along with the industries and the people working together for the wise develop 
ment of these resources: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Plains Grange, No. 101, in accordance with its previously 
held position in opposition to any type of valley authority legislation, does hereby 
oppose and register its objection to the passage of S. 3114 or any similar legis- 
lation to create a Columbia River Development Corporation and urges the con- 
gressional delegation from Montana to work for its defeat ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, to the chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Works, and to the Honorable James E. Murray, the Honorable Mike 
Mansfield, the Honorable Lee Metcalf, and the Honorable Leroy Anderson, Mem- 
bers of the Congress from the State of Montana. 

R. R. Van Dvunorr, 
Master of Plains Grange, No. 101. 
JOHN HELLISTINE, 
Secretary of Plains Grange, No, 101. 
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THE PEOPLE’S VOICE, 
Helena, Mont., January 9, 1959. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I noticed that during the recent hearings on the 
Columbia River Corporation bill held in Kalispell there was some doubt cast 
upon the effectiveness of Hungry Horse Dam in helping to build the Montana 
economy. I am enclosing a 1955 press clipping which quotes a release from the 
Anaconda Co. press department which I think you may find pertinent enough 
to include in the record. Certainly it indicates that in the mind of the company, 
at least, there is no doubt about what made possible its Columbia Falls plant, 
and I can assure you there is no doubt in the minds of Montanans about the con- 
tribution such plants can make to their economy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry L. BILiines, Editor. 





[Excerpts from Labor’s Daily, Oct. 21, 1955] 
NEWS FRoM ANACONDA 


The Anaconda Co. press department, 25 Broadway, New York 4, N.Y.—Colum- 
bia Falls 361 


“Key to aluminum production here is the Nation’s fourth largest concrete 
dam—the Hungry Horse located on the south fork of the Flathead River. Its 
typically western name comes from a nearby reservation. Power was first pro- 
duced here on October 1, 1952. The cheap, abundant power of Hungry Horse 
Dam, as a part of the Bonneville power system, made possible the location of 
Anaconda’s plant 7 miles northwest of the dam. This dam is 564 feet high. A 
34-mile long lake is contained behind it. When Hungry Horse is filled to capac- 
ity, the lake spreads over 3.5 million acre-feet.” 

Straight from the ‘‘(Hungry) Horse’s Mouth’—Press release from the Ana- 
conda Co. testifies to the fact that ‘‘the cheap, abundant power of Hungry Horse 
Dam” made the new plant feasible. One of the country’s biggest mineral pro- 
ducers thus puts in a strong plug for public power. The name, Hungry Horse, 
comes from a nearby Indian reservation. 


PUBLIC POWER GETS BIG BUSINESS BOOST 


Columbia Falls, Mont.—Leland Olds, former Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission, wrote recently, “Flood damage and high electric rates are the price 
the people of New England are forced to pay for private power company in- 
fluence in their States. Both seriously threaten industrial development and em- 
ployment in the region.” 

If Olds wanted eloquent confirmation of his statement, he had only to look 
across the country to the plantsite of the Nation’s newest primary aluminum 
producer here. Anaconda Aluminum Co.’s recently opened $65 million plant 
was made possible, in the company’s own words, by the “cheap, abundant pow- 
er of Hungry Horse Dam.” 

Hungry Horse Dam, part of the Bonneville public power system, erected un- 
der New Deal-Fair Deal administrations, was completed in 1952. So it’s the 
“cheap, abundant power” made available to private enterprise by the public 
power system in the Northwest which is helping develop more industry and 
more jobs in this section. 


UTILITIES FIGHT CHEAP POWER 


But private utilities have lobbied to death similar proposals for other areas 
of the country, and the private groups are favored by the HKisenhower admin- 
istration. Yet big manufacturers, who need a large supply of cheap power, 
are the ones who can benefit the most from public power. Public power also 
helps keep your electricity bills lower in the home. 

Anaconda, already a major producer of copper, is the first company to enter 
the aluminum field since 1946 in the United States. The new plant is expected 
to produce 120 million pounds of aluminum by January 1, 1956. 
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About 450 workers will be employed when the plant is in full production. 

Raw material for Anaconda’s plant is 120,000 tons of alumina per year. 
This is chemically refined bauxite, the principal aluminum ore, mined in 
Jamaica, British West Indies. Alumina is shipped here by rail from the 
Corpus Christi, Tex., and Hurricane Creek, Ark., plants of Reynolds Aluminum 
Co., under long-term purchase contract. More than 2,000 boxcars a year will 
be required to make these shipments. 


AIM FOR OPEN MARKET 


Output at the new plant is expected to be divided into four categories. 
Harvey Machine Co. of California, by a 1952 agreement, has an option to pur- 
chase a portion of the production. Anaconda’s two fabricating subsidiaries, 
Anaconda Wire & Cable Co. and the American Brass Co., will now take part 
of their requirements of aluminum from this plant. 

A substantial portion of Columbia Falls’ annual output will be sold in the 
open market. 

Regarding the amount of aluminum likely to reach the open market, a com- 
pany official said: “Our primary sales goal for the Columbia Falls output will 
be to sell the largest possible proportion to independent regular consumers of 
primary aluminum in the areas where freight rates are reasonable.” This 
official further pointed out that, “The Columbia Falls site was selected and the 
plant laid out so that it will be feasible to increase the capacity of the plant, 
if and when warranted by conditions.” 

The new producer is 95 percent owned by the Anaconda Co. For 60 years 
prior to June 18, the latter company was known as Anaconda Copper Mining 
Co. Anaconda’s important position as a producer of zinc, its entrance into 
primary aluminum production, uranium mining and milling, in addition to ex- 
panding diversified metal fabricating operations, prompted the change of 
name. 


CHARLO, Mont., January 6, 1959. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: At the close of the Kalispell hearing on the Co- 
lumbia River Development Corporation bill you invited additional testimony. 
A fact which I did not know at the time and which seems to me relevant is that 
the Ronan Pioneer was mailed for several weeks in November and December, 
free, by bulk rate postage to boxholders in Arlee, at the south end of Lake 
County, St. Ignatius, Charlo, Ronan, Polson, and as far north as Rollins on the 
west shore of Flathead Lake, the northernmost town in the county. It appeared 
to me at the time that the Pioneer was devoting more editorial and news space 
to opposition to the bill than any other paper that comes to my attention. (I 
sean six weeklies from this and neighboring counties regularly.) All the papers 
carried identical opposition advertising. 

The alleged reason for the free mailing was a Christmas advertising program. 
A glance at the enclosed highway map makes one question whether an adver- 
tiser would spend money to draw trade 43 miles south from Rollins to Ronan 
(population about 1,250) when that trade would have to drive through Polson 
(population about 2,300) with a correspondingly larger business district— 
particularly when Rollins is only 27 miles from Kalispell (population about 
10,000) the main shopping center for northwestern Montana. Or, could an ad- 
vertiser expect to draw trade north 30 miles to Ronan when Missoula (popula- 
tion about 23,000) the fourth largest city in the State, is only 27 miles to the 
south? 

Mr. Loman, editor and publisher of the Ronan Pioneer, is president of the 
Upper Columbia Development Council, the organization which spearheaded the 
opposition to the Corporation bill. He also was coordinator of opposition 
testimony at the hearing. 

This free mailing calls to mind section X, “Use of dominated publications” 
of the Federal Power Commission’s opinion 59, on “Political expenditures 
of utilities” (submitted with my testimony). 

You might also be interested in the enclosed excerpts from a letter I re- 
ceived recently, giving a play-by-play account of how one resolution in oppo- 
sition was secured. 
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Reviewing the testimony given at the hearing I recall that several opposi- 
tion witnesses made much of the fact that the proposed Corporation would have 
the power of condemnation, which they opposed vigorously. If my memory 
serves me right not one mentioned the fact that the utilities themselves have 
the same right, once they have a license to build a dam or transmission line, 
and that neither a utility nor the Corporation can exercise that right unless 
and until it does have such a license. It would appear that private utilities 
would like to deny to a public body the right of eminent domain which they 
themselves exercise. 

Respectively, 
Frances D. LOGAN. 


{Written at Helena, Mont., Dec. 29, 1958] 


FRANCES D, LOGAN, 
Charlo, Mont. 

DeAR FRANCES: * * * you mentioned the fact there was an “anti” resolution 
from the Plains-Paradise Chamber of Commerce, presented presumably by Stan- 
ton Diehl, president of the chamber. 

I knew this was going to happen despite the fact that at the November 17 
meeting of the board of directors, Mr. Stearns, not a member of the board but 
a member of the chamber appeared and wanted to influence the board to pass 
a resolution against 3114. When I took the job of secretary of the chamber, 
I said I would not use the job to fight for Paradise Dam but would do my work 
in other ways. However, when Stearns made this appearance, I could not keep 
my mouth shut and asked for an opportunity to make a statement. * * * When 
I got done the board decided to withhold any action until after the December 11 
hearing and then hold a membership meeting to discuss it and to issue a news- 
letter to the membership urging them to, if they were interested, go to Kalispell 
to hear the pros and cons. The newsletter was issued on November 20 over 
signatures of President Diehl and myself after he had approved the draft and 
it was stenciled in his office. It was mailed a few davs later. However a spe- 
cial meeting of the board was called for the Tuesday before the December 11 
hearing at which a motion was made to oppose 3114. I was present and asked 
Diehl to write his own draft of the resolution because he knew my position on 
it. * * * At the same time I asked if they wanted to hold the regular meeting 
of the board the following Monday and Diehl said “Yes.” * * * As secretary I 
got out the notices * * * and I went to the place of meeting * * * Bob Johnson 
showed up to open up. * * * We waited here for 1 solid hour and no one 
showed up. * * * I just think some of those birds were a little ashamed of 
what they had done and didn’t want to face anyone and now they don’t know 
how they are going to back-face on the newsletter of November 20. * * * 

(Signed) JRG 
(John R. Garber) 


TESTIMONY OF Epwarp J. HERMES 


I am Edward J. Hermes, a dairy farmer located 1 mile east of Paradise, Mont. 
I own and operate the farm jointly with my wife. 

We are opposed to the proposed Senate bill 3114, because we feel that it has 
a socialistic aspect. Private utilities are doing a wonderful job of developing 
the Columbia River potential as it is needed. 

A five-man board with the absolute control of development this bill gives, 
would throttle any form of private enterprise in the area. This includes us. 
We feel this country has been built and prospered under private enterprise. This 
bill would make Government monopoly the law of the Columbia River drainage. 
This leaves us no alternative, but to be opposed to the proposed Senate bill 3114. 
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STATEMENT OF LESTER AND BERTHA GINGERY OF PARADISE, MONT., REGARDING 
S. 3114 


We, Lester and Bertha Gingery, the parents of one daughter and one grand- 
child, started out on a raw place that we have built up through hard labor, feel 
a perfect right to oppose the Paradise or any other dam built by the Federal 
Government. 

We are against the bill, S. 3114, or any other bill of its kind. 

Lester A. GINGERY. 
BERTHA B. GINGERY. 


WHITEPINE, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Pusitic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


COMMITTEE MEMBERS: The members of Whitepine Grange No. 102 of Whitepine, 
Sanders County, Mont. have given considerable attention to the proposed bill, 
8S. 3114, to set up the Columbia River Development Corporation which in turn 
would take control of electric power possibilities in this region. 

Every member is opposed to this bill and we hereby make formal protest to 
its enactment. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. ApA THOMAS, Secretary. 


Missouta, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Pusiic WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Strs: May we be counted among those opposed to the establishment of 
a Columbia Valley Authority. We feel that State and local agencies can better 
serve Montana’s needs. 
Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. OLIverR LEE. 


RESOLUTIONS OF HAMILTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, HAMILTON, MONT., 
DECEMBER 38, 1958 


COLUMBIA VALLEY CORPORATE AUTHORITY LEGISLATION 


Whereas legislation was introduced into the 1958 Congress under S. 3114, 
Columbia Valley Corporate Authority which would create the Columbia Valley 
Development Corporation to develop water and power in the Northwest region of 
the United States, and 

Whereas many of the features of Columbia Valley Corporate Authority legis- 
lation are so similar to other valley authorities such as TVA which would create 
a multibillion dollar government-in-business Federal corporation controlled by 
five individuals, to expand, own, and operate the Federal power industry in four 
of these States to the exclusion of private enterprise, and 

Whereas the corporation would have dominant control over the water resources 
of the area without the checks and balance procedures of appropriatives 
processes, and 

Whereas this corporation would be tax free and otherwise tax-subsidized 
without restrictions that are placed on private industry, and 

Whereas the corporation could take over activities of State and other Fed- 
eral agencies doing water conservation and development work, and would likely 
crowd out all or nearly all of the investor-owned power utilities of the North- 
west, and 

Whereas this legislation could have disastrous effects on irrigation rights and 
uses, and 

Whereas, the Hamilton Chamber of Commerce has previously opposed this 
legislation and similar type legislation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Hamilton Chamber of Commerce be on record as opposing 
the Columbia Valley Corporation legislation under S. 3114 of the last Congress, 
or any other similar type legislation, that would create a valley authority law 
or create a Federal authority that would have dominant control of private 
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enterprise and State development of the water resources of Montana and in- 
structs its president to cause this resolution to be made a part of the records 
at the Kalispell hearing, December 11, 1958. 
HAMILTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
By E. GARDNER BROWNLER, President. 


Hunery Horse, Mont., January 8, 1959. 
Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Thank you very sincerely for your letter of December 29, 
1958, and for the copy of Senate bill 3114, and the two yearbooks which I 
recently received. 

Enclosed is a copy of my feelings and general comments on Senate bill 3114. 
Please feel free to read this if you so choose, and then submit it to Senator 
Neuberger as my testimony on this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN H, ScHULTz. 





TESTIMONY ON SENATE BILL 3114 


This is a presentation of testimony by John H. Schultz affirming his position 
in principle for Senate bill 3114. 

My comprehension and understanding of the bill are based on personal logic 
and knowledge, current influences of other people, various sources of material, 
a public hearing (on Senate bill 3114 at Kalispell, Mont.), various pamphlets, 
newspaper comments and analyses, a copy of the bill (but not of the present 
Bonneville Act nor others referred to in text) and the collective influence of 
these various sources. 

This is in no way to infer a complete understanding or knowledge of the bill, 
nor is it to infer that this testimony could substantiate or defend itself as com- 
pared to a comprehensive and expertly conceived analysis. 

The purpose of this testimony is to support in principle the general objectives 
of this bill; to comment on various parts of this bill; to present those questions 
of opposition to the bill (in detail) that seem justifiable; and to help achieve an 
even more constructive piece of legislation. 

It is felt that more emphasis should be put on the concept of “the fullest prac- 
ticable comprehensive development and conservation of the resources of the 
Columbia River. * * *” Furthermore, this emphasis should be asserted with 
more positive detail wording. 

It is recommended in idea that the director at large be mandatorially acquired 
successively from each of the four States. This would rotate the balance of 
power. The same could apply to the Chairman of the Board of Directors. 

It might be desirable to have a limitation of time for the general manager, 
and also a more definite statement of his qualifications and relation to the people 
of the Northwest. 

It is a firm conviction that the members would “* * * perform faithfully and 
impartially the duties imposed upon him by this act,” but it would be desira- 
ble to find a more positive way of assuring that this objective would be obtained. 

The Assistant General Manager should have a time limit imposed on him: also 
the Chief Engineer and counsel. 

In section 4(b), it seems desirable to make more positive inclusion of those 
various agencies. This might be accomplished by using wording and ideas ex- 
pressed in S. 1164 and §S. 1221. The idea is to find a more definite means of 
accomplishing the comprehensive development of the region. 

In section 4(g), it seems desirable to have provision for more emphasis to 
be placed on the opinions of the State Governors. It seems that it is at this 
point that the proposed projects must have the finest and most thorough testing 
as to their partial and net worth. Any individual glaring discrepancy or seem- 
ing disadvantage for the States should be investigated. If a Governor is over- 
ruled in his opposition, then there should still be some means of effectuating 
the right action. Perhaps an overruled Governor should be required to present 
a positive plan of action if he does not agree with the majority, but certainly 
there should also be limitations on the opposition given by the Governors. 
Wording to achieve a common goal would indeed be difficult. 
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In section 7(e) (10), it might be desirable to present more concretely just 
what would be “as favorable to the United States.” 

Section 9 might be improved with the idea of guaranteeing the States a 
power potential factor. Rather than hold an arbitrary percentage of power 
at site, a percentage based on three factors could be used. Those three factors 
would be: 

1. Existing power needs. 
2. A “trended” potential need. 
3. A safety factor. 

A system set up on this basis would guarantee the States all the power they 
need—based on the three factors—and yet they would not “hog” any they would 
not reasonably need. A surplus, of course, would be turned over to the Corpora- 
tion, and deficit by another State could be supplied. Each State would retain 
a unique development potential and yet the purpose of this act could be fulfilled. 

In regard to section 11, I have been exposed to the idea that rates for the 
consumer near a generator should be less than those further away. Implications 
are sensed, but for lack of knowledge on the subject no constructive comment 
ean be offered. The question has been voiced enough that perhaps more con- 
sideration—or public explanation—should be made. 

Section 11(f) appears to be a very constructive and usable provision. It is 
the idea of starting with the best but having provision for obtaining the very 
best that should be incorporated throughout the bill. A measure of flexibility— 
to obtain the very best—within potential controls, must be sought. 

The interpretation of section 14 is that provision has been made for the 
States to reobtain those responsibilities and rights which they might lose under 
this act. If this interpretation is correct, it is felt that section 14 is desirable. 
It is conceivable that the functions, duties, and powers of the Corporation must 
or might revert to the States. Provision should be made for that event. 

It is the sincere conviction of this writer that comprehensive planning for 
this region must be undertaken. Everyone has something to gain: Few have 
anything they will lose (and that is a doubtful loss). Reasonable safeguards 
and consideration for people’s beliefs, rights, and desires must be considered. 
We all hold too big a stake in this proposed bill to let it die from initial 
opposition. 

JoHN H. Scuuttz, 
Hungry Horse, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF JERRY P. Co_yer, TIE HANDLER, OF PARADISE, Mont. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
PusBLic WorRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

I am very much against any bill that would give the Federal Government 
full say-so over the building of electric power projects and the development of the 
rivers of the Northwest. 

Your bill as proposed would stop private utility companies from expanding 
and serving the people of our region to the best of their ability. 

Yours truly, 
JERRY P. COLYER. 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Ciara F. Fortner, HousewIFre, Livinc at PARADISE, Mont. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Pusitic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

I am against S. 3114 or any other Federal Valley Authority, because they bring 
us further along the way to a socialistic empire, by having all controls in a 
Central Federal Government, that would not necessarily have the best interests 
at heart of the people of this region. 

This bill gives so much power to a few persons, that with the expansion 
planned, could lead to a probable dictator of the people in the near future. 

Sincerely, 
CLARA F. ForRTNER. 
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St. Reais, Mont., December 26, 1958. 
Pusiic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


GENTLEMEN: I wish to register my protest against Senate bill 3114. I think 
it would seriously affect our State rights and the economy of western Montana. 
Yours truly, 








Wo. S. SANSON. 


Poison, Mont., December 23, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, PusLtic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sir: In regard to the proposed “Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill” we are 100 percent opposed to it. It is too much like communism. 
Also we don’t want to see so much destruction as that dam would cause. We 
have been farmers ail our life and are opposed to government meddling in 
business. 

Respectfully, 
Mr. and Mrs. Harry B. PRICE. 


CHARLO, MOnt., December 18, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE CHAIRMAN: I, a citizen of Montana and of the United States of 
America, am opposed to this Columbia River Corporation bill because: 

1. As I understand it, it is still the same old Columbia River Authority deal. 
Lots of Americans do not like absolute authority. I am one of those Americans. 

2. The proposal is unwarranted as to need. It is undemocratic and also 
unsound financially. 

3. Concentration of power in the hands of a few men is not only un-American, 
it is downright dangerous. 

4. The power invested in these few men could and would eliminate our rights 
as Americans to protest any destructive actions or to question economic feasibility 
of any construction. 

5. This Authority would not be subject to State or Federal agency approval. 
Its actions might be subject to court review but in a Federal district court 
of these directors own choosing. They would deny the common man a right 
to trial of his grievance in his own community and would subject him to ex- 
pensive litigation many miles from his home—what chance would he have? 
I ask you? 

6. Today, as things now stand, we the people still have a voice in the extent 
and range of development. Private corporations are subject to democratie 
controls and so the public has some protection against possible corporate abuse. 
The Authority, if created, would be a complete surrender of these rights. 

7. The Corporate Authority is undemocratic; un-American and particulariv 
un-Montanan through and through. A handful of men to decide which other 
handful of men will oversee the resource development in the Pacific Northwest 
would be very distasteful, to say the least, to us people out here in Montana. 

8. Montana could become a chain of man-made lakes, swamps and bog holes— 
not because that is what Montana wants—but because of these five men with 
their authority to dictate to us all. Is that what our forefathers had in mind 
when they formed the Constitution? I think not. 

So far we are still one of the democratic States of America. I, for one, 
am hoping that we can continue as such and not become a valley authority. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mrs. J. O. Erickson. 





Poison, Mont., December 18, 1958. 


CHAIRMAN, PusLIc WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: I wish to register my opposition to establishing the Columbia River 
Corporation through passage of Senate bill 3114. 

I am opposed to establishment of any further governmental agencies which 
seek to eliminate private enterprise and destroy all democratic principles, 
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I trust you will govern your actions in accordance with the wishes of the 
people you represent. 
Yours truly, 
GrorGe J. Kern. 


Piarins, Mont., December 19, 1958. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in regard to the proposed Development Corpo- 
ration bill. We are definitely opposed to this bill. The proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation is certainly an awful bold step to socialism. 
We sure can do without socialism in this country. With the proposed Columbia 
River Development Corporation it puts entirely too much power in the hands 
of so few men. It seems to me Montana should have the say or control of her 
own water resources. After all, we are certainly providing the water and 
power for downstream States and peoples. If this proposed bill should pass, 
it seems we wouldn’t have any control or say-so. As our Constitution reads, 
our Government “is of the people, by the people, and for the people.” 

Sincerely, 
Dove.ias BE. Smiraz, 
Mrs. JANNIE SMITH. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 18, 1958. 
In re S. 3114. 
CHAIRMAN, Pustic WorKSs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

I have been a resident of Montana for over 20 years. At present I am feeding 
livestock in the Clark Fork Valley, near Plains, Mont. I am opposed to §S. 3114, 
which, as I understand, proposes to form a corporation with a manager and 
five board members, appointed by the President, the aforesaid corporation to 
be granted full power to develop the Columbia River and its tributaries. That 
is too much power to put in the hands of six men. A dictatorship is OK if 
all the dictators were perfectly righteous and had no selfish interest to serve. 
But, so far, we have not seen one. 

Water, timber, grass, and minerals are the four important natural resources 
of Montana. Would we want five politicians to take over our sawmills and 
logging operations? Would we want a manager and five men, who had hung 
around, close to political camps, to come and take over our cattle and sheep 
operations? Would we want a manager and five Hooligans to ride over the 
A.C.M. and other mining interests in our State, to tell them where they will 
dig and where they will not? 

All right. Neither do we want a manager and five board members (even if 
they are gentlemen) to come into our State and start pushing our private enter- 
prises into the background and taking over even one of our fine natural resources 
and doing as they see fit with it, and without the consent of our local citizens. 
The will of the majority is American. Let’s not have any socialistic shortcuts. 
I do not own one share of common stock in any enterprise referred to, but I 
have paid a fair price for my share in the American way of life. I shall be 
deeply hurt if S. 3114 becomes law. 

It has been insinuated to me that some of our present Representatives in 
Congress are in favor of S. 3114. If that is true, and should that or those men 
come back to speak, I shall be sorely tempted to humiliate us both by publicly 
challenging his or their good will toward our State. 

We do not wield enough political force in Washington to protect ourselves 
against the more populated areas. And, undoubtedly, they will bring more 
pressure with time to exploit our resources to their gain. But let our own rep 
resentatives refrain from surrendering too cheaply our voice in our own destiny. 

Sincerely, 
C. H. BIGGERSTAFF. 


Poison, Mont., December 18, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, PusLttc WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Sir: The writer is unalterably opposed to the proposal to establish a 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 
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As a taxpayer it would seem more feasible to permit private enterprise to 
promote our natural resources, under the regulation of Federal agencies, result- 
ing in more moneys through taxes for our community, State, and Indians. 

Because of the great amount of nontaxable Indian land our county is poor, 
and any additional revenue would be of great importance. 


Very truly yours, 
W. C. BoetTcHERr, Jr. 





MissouLA, Monvt., December 18, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : This is to advise your committee that I am unalterably opposed 
to the Columbia River Corporation bill to be presented by “Big Government” and 
“Socialistic” groups. 

Our needs for hydroelectric power, irrigation, and reclamation can, and will be 
better served by and through the citizens of the Northwest and their firms, than 
by a few bureaucrats, who do not have the Northwest’s interests at heart, as do 
the citizens. 

Please give the Northwest the same advantages that have existed since 1776, 
by leaving us free to develop and grow, unfettered by dictators who are interested 
mainly in their own aggrandizement. 


Yours very truly, 
H. T. KRAABEL. 


ARLEE, Mont., December 19, 1958. 
Hon. RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We, the Demers Mercantile Co., of Arlee, Mont., a business in- 
stitution for the last half-century, operating in this area, where contemplated 
water development is about to take place. 

We wish to file our protest against Senate bill 3114, to create a Columbia 
River Development Corporation because the proposal—corporate or otherwise— 
is unwarranted as to need. We do not need a new Federal agency on top of the 
State and local government in addition to Federal agencies to continue orderly 
resource development in the area. The past 10 years have demonstrated that 
our hydroelectric power, irrigation, and reclamation needs can be met under 
existing agencies in an orderly manner without concentration of broad powers in 
the hands of a few men. 

Let us save our democratic plan for controls, since we are near enough to a 
socialistic plunge, without adding to the Federal agencies now in existence. 

Our free-enterprise procedure has been ample to cover our trend in progress, 
economy, and democratic ideals. 

Yours very truly, 
F. A. DEMERS. 


VALLEY WATER Co., 
Hamilton, Mont., January 7, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC WorisS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Srr: I wish to register my opposition to the proposed Columbia River 
Development Corporation for the following reasons: 

1. I am opposed to Government competition with private because it removes 
large chunks of the tax base. Obviously, the more property removed from the 
tax rolls, the heavier the burden will be on those of us who remain to pay 
taxes. I don’t need to tell you the burden is heavy enough now. 

2. The proposed CRD Corporation will surrender to a five-man board, ap- 
parently responsible to no one, the power to do almost anything it wishes, i.e., 
build or buy any sort of power facilities, veto any private construction, issue 
bonds, in any amount (not more than $750 million at one time). Russia and 
China operate this way now. 

3. Any money spent by the CRD Corporation would in the last analysis, have 
to be printed. The amounts are important, and printing-press money is a very 
real and present danger. This brings us to the point that projects of this nature 
under the Army Engineers frequently cost from 2 to 10 times as much as the 
original estimates before completion. 
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4. Proponents claim the project will make money. The classic example is 
TVA, which, if I can read the figures (incidentally a very good trick), has ac- 
cumulated pro rata income taxes of some $375 million since 1938 (of course they 
don’t pay them), plus interest deficiency of about $24 million per year, plus 
about $2 billion of property paying less than its share of local taxes. (Source: 
Public Utilities Fortnightly, December 1957) 

Montana has had no shortage of power, has generally exported it. We like it 
the way it is, and have no desire to be ruled by five, or any other number, of 
dictators. 

Yours very truly, 


H. B. THANE. 


MISSOULA, Mont., December 30, 1958. 
PuBLIc WorKs COMMITTEE, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Strs: Having been a resident in the vicinity of the proposed Paradise 
Dam, such a project is not necessary as I see it. We, the people of Montana 
should have the right to develop our own resources and potentialities. We 
should not have to depend on the Federal Government at anytime and surely 
we do not need a Federal agency over what we have. 

The dam is not the answer to the spreading of waters from any of our 
Streams. From my experience, fishing and hunting, it should be pocketed be- 
fore it starts the spreading. I think the small dams are the thing for Montana. 
They are a good thing for fire hazards, wildlife and surely not a waste of other 
materials. 

There are those who favor the dam and listed things in its favor, three that I 
recall are wildlife, recreation and unemployment. I do not agree in any respect 
that they are favorable for such a dam. 

Wildlife: A dam does not make a natural habitat. They all like the coverage 
and that’s where you find them. Migratory birds are the same way staying on 
the islands, inlets, and so forth. 

Recreation: It’s surely no place for a family or anyone else in their right 
minds. In Thompson Falls where one dam is, they are building a city swimming 
pool. There just is no recreation on such places, unless life means nothing 
to you. 

Unemployment: It does not solve that problem either, as I see it. It will 
help for a short duration. Thousands are entering our country every year, who 
are bound to get jobs. Getting back to prewar days is a big job in any lan- 
guage, for any government. One of the biggest problems in any State is the 
married women working. There are hundreds right here on our railroad where 
man and wife pull down large salaries. Government offices are full of them. 
They even allow the women to have their babies and right back to work again. 
I know of one party here whose husband gets $16,000 a year and she is at a city 
desk, in Missoula. Another makes $5,000 a year on top of what he gets. In 
Livingston, they laid off many railroad men—went down the list. When they 
came to a widow woman, who is wealthy in her own right, they left her on. 
Then those people cry unemployment. When people have to bring in the bread 
and butter it’s a different thing. There are thousands of them, holding men’s 
jobs. It’s high time the Government does something if the States do not. 
Why can’t we train our men for many of the jobs? 

Think of the waste in building material, land, forests, railroads, everything 
that goes into the making of communities. My definition for progress is not 
that millions be destroyed just to spend millions that is not necessary. 

One of our prettiest drives to Spokane is along that river. It’s a beauty spot 
wherever you look. We count on many tourists during a season who also enjoy 
Montana’s splendor. 

The Northern Pacific Railroad paid nearly $3 million in taxes last year, just 
ending. A good portion of that, as usual, goes to the towns along the western 
part of the State for education. 

The Government forced the Indians from the Bitterroot Valley, telling them 
they would never have to move again, when they went to the Flathead. What 
kind of Government permits such fallacy, wanting to move them again. 

Montana is full of dams, so far. Why continue to have our State as a water 
storage. 
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I quote from our paper of not long ago—“All the Democrats that were elected 
into office favor the dam”—end of quote. To my knowledge it is an untruth. It 
is a blow to the average citizen, practically every issue has to be brought into 
politics. We surely need a party—a new one—whereby, the needs of the people 
come first in our States and we can run our own State affairs, without inter- 
ference from the outside. 

These people in Montana who do not want this dam and oppose bill No. S. 
3114—are real thinkers. We have gone socialistic all of a sudden with broad 
powers to be put into the hands of a few men. Many a life has been squelched 
to stop communism and unless this bill, 8. 3114—this disguised attempt to im- 
~~ Authority government on our people is not stopped, we will be one of 

em. 

Maybe I am doing wistful thinking, but why can’t some of our scientists 
harness the Pacific Ocean for Washington and Oregon, for power. Then run 
the salt water back into the ocean again? Idaho should have enough snow 
and water fall to take care of her own power. 

One of the worst things happening so fast in our United States is the un- 
necessary waste in all of our resources—and money. We are led to progress 
too fast. 

This is in my opinion. 

Respectfully, 
Mrs. H. F. Morrison. 


Hor Sprines, Mont., December 29, 1958. 
PuBLic WorKsS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CHAIRMAN: I have a ranch in T. 20, R. 22 W., consisting of 2,120 acres 
of land, and in this tract is my homestead of 160 acres in the center of the place 
that the Little Bitterroot River runs through, and that is the lifeline of the 
ranch. If the water floods to the 2,700-foot level, it will cut my place into three 
pastures and ruin my ranch operations. I do not want the Knowles Dam and 
the proposed bill, S. 3114. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. J. Bryan MELTON. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. LopER, RANCHER, OF PLAINS, MONT., REGARDING SENATE 
Bitzi 3114 


As a rancher in the area to be directly affected if Senate bill 3114 becomes law, 
I wish to enter protest on the grounds that many of us are dependent on private 
water rights and I do not feel that we have any assurance that we would con- 
tinue to hold these rights if S. 3114 were passed. 

Also I do not believe we need any such control by the Government of Montana 
water resources. Why not let the States and other interests who want our 
water look to their own means of storage and power development? Why should 
Montana become a series of lakes to supply downstream interests? Only be- 
cause we have in this United States a few men who would like to see a repeti- 
tion of nationalized industry such as England had and could not supply their 
own needs. 

Our private power companies can do very well supplying our power require- 
ments if given a fair chance by the Government, and at the same time pay tax 
on all installations instead of the taxpayers paying the millions of initial cost, 
plus more millions of dollars interest on Government construction over a 50 or 
more year repayment period, as the Government never seems to be able to make 
such projects pay out in actual operation. Only on paper with a lot of trick book- 
keeping methods. 

A five-man Board with the power these men would have is neither American 
nor democratic and has no place in our form of government if we are to continue 
as a self-governing people. 

S. 3114 is written in such a manner with reference to so many sections of 
other laws that it is next to impossible to determine all the provisions that would 
be put into effect should it be passed by Congress. 

Rosert S. Lover. 
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STATEMENT OF H. E. SmirH, MEMBER OF THE Boarp or County COMMISSIONERS 
or SANDERS County, Monr., on S. 3114 


There has been introduced in the Senate of the United States, a bill to amend 
the Bonneville Project Act in order to create a Columbia River Development 
Corporation, S. 3114, by Senator Neuberger and others. 

I believe this proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for Valley Author- 
ity control, and in effect would be a Valley Authority under another name. 
This bill would seriously threaten States’ water rights and local control over 
water for beneficial consumptive purposes, including agriculture, and would 
deprive Montana of control over the waters that rise within its boundaries. I 
feel S. 3114 would take this control from the States and give it to the five-man 
Board of Directors of the Corporation. 

Private taxpaying utilities are a large part of our county’s tax base. With 
nearly 50 percent of our county already in Federal, State, and other nontax- 
paying control it is important that these utilities continue to operate and expand 
in order to furnish tax needs for local government. 

I, as a member of the Board of County Commissioners of Sanders County, 
feel the wisest planning for all our resources can best be served by Federal, 
State, and local governments, development of all our resources. 

Due to the many changes and amendments to this proposed legislation it is 
difficult to testify on specific parts of the bill. I wish to express my opposition 
to any type of Valley Authority legislation and hereby oppose and register my 
objection to the passage of S. 3114 or any similar legislation to create a Colum- 
bia River development Corporation. 


THOMPSON FALLS, Mont., January 9, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, Pusiic WorKs CoMMITTEE, 
U. 8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sir: On December 11, 1958, a hearing was held in Kalispell, Mont., 
on Senate bill 3114, a proposal for creation of a Columbia River Development 
Corporation. Although I had intended to be present at this hearing and to 
testify if possible, a seige of illness from which I am just now recovering 
prevented by attendance. 

I am a country lawyer practicing in the county seat of Sanders County, a 
county which would be seriously affected by this proposal because of having 
within it the Clark Fork of the Columbia River and small tributaries. I have 
lived and practiced in this county for a little more than 8 years now, the bulk 
of my clients being ranchers, small businessmen, and other individuals residing 
within the county, and I add with emphasis that I do not and have not repre- 
sented any of the large corporations generally interested in these matters, such 
as the Northern Pacific Railway Co. or the Montana Power Co. 

To the contrary, I represented more clients in defense of condemnation suits 
brought against them by the Washington Water Power Co. during the last 3 
years and the construction of the Noxon Rapids hydroelectric project on the 
Clark Fork River than all of the other lawyers involved in these cases. I have 
also represented individuals in water right litigation and my general practice 
has brought me into direct contact with many other related phases of the 
economic activities of this county. 

I am a homeowner and a taxpayer, a veteran of both World War II and the 
Korean campaign, a family man with children in our local school, and a mem- 
ber and officer of various organizations such as a community church, veterans 
post, service club, taxpayers association, and others. I have placed my roots 
deeply in the social and economic life of this county and I have no intentions 
but to continue here, practicing my profession and representing my fellow 
citizens with their legal problems. 

In addition to being admitted to practice in the Montana courts, I am admitted 
to practice in the Federal courts and before the Treasury Department, and I am 
continually disturbed with the growing impact of the Federal Government upon 
the lives and affairs of the residents of this small county. I am more and more 
impressed with the growing resentment on the part of my clients against the 
increasing intrusion of the Federal Government upon what many of these people 
consider to be areas of primary concern to the State, to the county, or to them- 
selves as individuals. 
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I am familiar with the Tennessee Valley Authority and the influence and con- 
trol of that agency upon the lives of the individuals residing within that area. As 
a result of my personal knowledge of TVA, I actively opposed the Columbia 
Valley Authority proposal during the time when it was in issue some 8 to 10 
years ago, including making numerous speeches in opposition to it, based in part on 
an intensive study I made of one phase of it on which I wrote my law-school com- 
ment prior to graduation, the payments in lieu of taxes made to local govern- 
ments. 

I find that I still have a copy of this comment and I am now enclosing it for 
such interest as it may be to you. This comment was of course written at a time 
when there was available to me only the draft proposals for a Missouri Valley 
Authority and a Columbia Valley Authority or Administration, but it deals with 
a problem which cannot escape serious consideration, regardless of the precise 
provisions of Senate 3114 or any revised or successor proposals. 

It has been my experience that there are many good citizens who tend to favor 
proposals such as this on a love at first glance basis, but who thereafter lose in- 
terest or even reverse their positions completely, when they have made a study 
of such phases of these proposals as the impact upon local tax structures, the 
frustrating procedures and unhappy results of condemnations by Federal Govern- 
ment agencies, and similar matters. I therefore believe that I am justified in 
speaking not merely in a personal capacity but in a representative capacity as well 
when I register my opposition to this proposal in its entirety, as being unneces- 
sary, unwanted, and rejected by the people of this county and of other similar 
counties in the affected region. 

I have run into no more discouraging experience in my general practice than 
the occasions upon which I find it necessary to explain to a client that his sub 
stantial valuable personal rights have been and can be infringed and limited and 
destroyed by the Government, with little or no recourse or appeal available to the 
average individual without the great resources required to successfully resist 
in court the Government. I hope that I shall never find it necessary to say to a 
client, “‘the source of all your troubles came from Senate 3114.” 

Sincerely yours, 
A. L, Lipra. 





KALISPELL, Mont., January 8, 1959. 
Senator NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committeee. 

Hon. SENATOR NEUBERGER : The Creston Farmers Union, local 61, at their regular 
December meeting went on record as favoring the Columbia River Valley 
Authority bill No. 3114 in principle because it would develop the Pacific Northwest 
power potential to its maximum with the greatest benefit to everybody. 

Sincerely yours, 
CRESTON FARMERS UNION, Loca 61, 
DELORES ODEGARD, Secretary. 


MIssou.ta, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Hon. RicuHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, Senator Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am sorry that I will not be able to attend the 
Kalispell hearing tomorrow, December 11, 1958, in connection with your pro- 
posed Columbia River Development Corporation Act of 1959. 

I want you to know that I am substantially in accord with the revised 
edition of the proposed legislation with the exception of section 9 which seems 
to me could well be interpreted as giving preference to areas of large population 
and where industry would prefer to locate. 

Before introducing the bill you might want to change this provision or 
eliminate it entirely. 

Sincerely yours, 


Epwarp T. DUSSAULT. 
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UNIVERSITY TEACHERS UNION, 
LocaL 497, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
Missoula, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
PusBLIC WorKS HEARING, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN: We, the members of local 497, the University Teachers Union, 
endorse in principle the bill to create a Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion because we believe it will provide a basis for sound developmental planning 
and because it will provide for more reasonable financing of river developing. 

However we feel that section 9, as phrased, does not give proper considera- 
tion to upstream needs and interests, and hope that it will be revised. 

Yours truly, 
RIcHARD DARLING, President. 


ARLEE, MONT., January 6, 1959. 
Senator NEUBERGER, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sirk: We were not able to be present at the Kalispell hearing on the 
Columbia River Development Corporation, but wish to take this means to let 
you know that we are greatly in favor of your bill and much epposed to private 
utility handling of such projects. 

Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. Ray D. Cary. 


MIssouLa, Monr., January 5, 1958. 
Hon, RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DrEAR SENATOR: My wife and I would like to congratulate you upon your 
determined efforts to make Paradise Dam a reality. We were unable to attend 
the recent hearing in Kalispell, Mont., but would like to take this opportunity 
to endorse, favorably, the proposed legislation. I believe that a plan of the 
developmental scope of Paradise Dam is essential to the continued growth of 
the Pacific Northwest and to prevent the further wastage of the natural re- 
sources of this region. I fail to see how this proposed plan is in any way 
harmful to Montana interests merely because it happens to be good for Idaho, 
Washington, and Oregon. On some issues we must, by force, be Montanans. 
On others Americans. On this particular issue it seems to both of us that 
we must be of the mind and spirit of the Pacific Northwest. Besides believing 
that Paradise Dam will strengthen and broaden the industrial and power base 
of Montana, we firmly believe that it will be an active force in the industrial, 
social, and political democratization of the Montana we are now living in. 

With all best wishes for your struggle toward renewed good health, and 
for your success over the issue of Paradise Dam, we will be following your 
progress in the 86th Congress. 

Sincerely, 
QUENTIN BAKER, 
JEAN BAKER. 


Sr. Ienatrus, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
Senator Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee Hearings on 
Columbia Corporation Bill, Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: We have made no new starts through our Fed- 
eral Government on multipurpose, low-cost development of the Columbia since 
1952. This means tragic waste of and destruction by the floodwaters for 
years to come. If this is not corrected, economic disaster lies only a few years 
ahead. The Columbia River Corporation bill to be introduced in 1959 along 
with the Paradise bill seems to be the best answer. For one thing, in my 
opinion, it will hasten construction of the Paradise Dam which is so desperately 
needed in this part of Montana. Passages of the Paradise Dam bill should 
also aid in serving the passage of the Corporation bill. 


Respectfully, 
RoxANA GOULD. 
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To Senator NEUBERGER: 
PARADISE Dam 


This great storage of the upper Columbia should be built right away or 
as Soon as possible, for reasons of its great flood control and storage of water. 
To firm up downstream power through low-water seasons, another reason is 
the small amount of damage caused by backup in comparison to other projects 
of like size. 

The advocates of “Keep Montana water in Montana for Montana people” 
should go out for the dam. 

The water has flowed through that canyon and on to the ocean for centuries, 
and all Montana got was stock water. 

How much water did they keep in Montana through the building of Heron 
Rapids and Noxon Dam, and that goes for power, too? 

The revenue from recreation facilities would more than make up for any 
tax loss caused by Paradise Dam. Besides, bill S. 3114 takes care of all tax 
losses. 

So let’s build Paradise as soon as possible, as Montana needs its income badly. 


Tom Martrix, Charlo, Mont. 


For Brix 8. 3114 


We are taking up the question of the dear old Columbia drainage again, also 
the fight to keep it in the hands of the people instead of giving it into the hands 
of the poor abused private-power buccaneers, whose only object is to raise the 
water only high enough to fill their penstocks and to hell with flood control or 
conservation. 

The private power group set themselves up as taxpayers whereas they are only 
tax collectors as they only add the taxes to the consumer’s bill. 

Public power brings power at cost and forms a yardstick for lower power 
rates to the consumer. 

S. 3114 is a good bill and well drawn up, despite all the lies in the company 
press and all the advertising dopesheets in the counties. 

Bill S. 3114 would develop the Columbia Basin on the lines of the TVA, 
which has been copied all over the world except in the United States and here 
it has been discredited by greedy private interest, who in the past 10 years have 
gained more in fast tax writeoff than the total cost of TVA. 

TVA is paying off its cost but who is going to pay the fast tax writeoff of 
those righteous taxpayers private power, and the lies that are being put out of 
the taking over of private water rights, there would be better regulations of 
private water rights in S. 3114 than under the present system. 

I cannot see why any workers, farmers, or small businessmen could afford to 
be against S. 3114. 

Tom Marttrx, Charlo, Mont. 


MILLER Bros., 
St. Regis, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
RrIcHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 


Honorable Mr. NEUBERGER: We are opposed to Senate bill 3114 as we feel this 
is another step in removing the rights of people from private enterprise. 

As taxpayers of a small business, we believe that we need more encouragement 
and inducement for private taxpaying industries to develop our country and less 
control by Federal authority. 

Therefore, we strongly disapprove the Columbia Basin Corporation bill. 

Very truly yours, 
SHERMAN G. MILLER. 


Sr. Reets, Mont., November 28, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 
Dear SENATOR: I am a citizen of St. Regis, Mont., and I was born in Deerlodge, 
Mont. I havea ranch where I live with my wife and three children and I do some 
work for the local sawmill. As a native of Montana, I am vitally interested 
in the future development of our State and country. I am particularly concerned 
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that our Government continues to function in accordance with the Constitution 
of the United States and that the free enterprise system under which we have 
become a great and prosperous Nation, is maintained. It is my sincere belief 
that the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation would not be good 
for Montana or our country and I wish to record my opposition to the approval 
by Congress of any such plan to set up any form of control which would tend 
to eliminate or supersede the form of government under which we now live. 
Very truly yours, 
CHARLES H. W. JENSEN. 


CoorEeR TIMBER Co., 
DeBorgia, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicH arp L. NEUBERGER, 
icting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Str: As a resident of Mineral County, western Montana, for 35 years, 
as a business person for more than 15 years, and a firm believer that the free- 
enterprise system of instituting a progressive society has been proven by the 
tremendous advances made in these United States to be far and away the most 
successful of any tried in the history of mankind, I am writing this letter to 
protest passage of Senate bill 3114. 

Senate bill 3114 is of particular importance to those of us who live in the 
Columbia River drainage system. It is, perhaps, of even greater importance to 
the citizens of western Montana, since considerable of the water under considera- 
tion comes from the mountainous region of that area; but it should be of vital im- 
portance to every person in the United States, since it constitutes a threat far 
greater than power shortages, flood control, erosion, navigation, or any of the 
other material problems that are being used as an excuse to establish an all- 
powerful Columbia River Corporation. This bill is simply another step down the 
socialistic trail that this country, like it or not, appears to be traveling. 

This is the scepter, that will not look formidable until it is too late. That will 
affect every man, woman, and child in this country whether or not they have 
even heard that there is such a thing as the Columbia River. 

Private enterprise has made this country what it is. Let’s keep it that way. 

Yours very truly, 
DENNIS Cooper, Manager. 


Sr. Reais, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicH ARpD NEUBERGER, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DrAR SENATOR: We as residents of western Montana are opposed to the bill 
S. 3114 on the following grounds: 

1. Five men not chosen by a vote of the people will have too much power 
over the economy of our area. 

2. We do not believe the best interests of Montana will be served by a federally 
owned utility as it is politically expedient and therefore natural to serve best 
where there are the most votes. 

3. Government ownership of public services, utilities, industries, et cetera, is 
socialism, which is only a kind word for communism, that none including your- 
self or your Commission wants. 

Sincerely, 
N. D. McCaLium. 
Mrs. N. D. McCALLum. 


St. Regis COMMUNITY COUNCIL, 
St. Regis, Mont., December 7, 1958. 
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
icting Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR SeNAtTOR: At a directors meeting on December 6, 1958, it unanimously 
decided to go on record as against the proposed Senate bill 3114 or any other 
measure of like nature. Therefore the following resolution was adopted. 

Resolved, That Senate bill 3114 would be injurious to the economy, to the 
freedom and independence of the citizens of this great area described in Senate 

87710—59—pt. 2 41 








Se ee 


1296 BONNEVILLE PROJECT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1958 


bill 3114 as the Columbia River drainage, and that it would deprive the people 
of their right to be heard to express themselves in a free election. 

It would create a new agency to supervise the waters, transmission lines, and 
sale of electricity, to the destruction of our taxpaying industries or any new 
operation and discourage new industry from coming to this area. We cannot 
conceive why this great democracy would place a vast area of the United States 
under one-man control. To this we are unalterably opposed. 

Your very truly, 
RutH McCaLium, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Community Council. 
RoBeRtT C. PAULLIN, 
President. 





Sr. Rees, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR: I am a citizen of St. Regis, Mont., and have been a business- 
man here for 40 years. Have lived in western Montana for 73 years, and all of 
those years I have never heard of a proposed law that would do more damage 
to this section of the Columbia River drainage than Senate bill 3114, if it 
should become a law of the land. 

First, the bill S. 3114 is clearly socialistic and would deprive the citizens 
who own property and earn their living here under our form of government 
of all the local controls and rights to express their wishes in a democratic 
manner, leaving the entire say up to one man who would be the head of this 
Corporation or authority and would set up a new Government dictator that 
would not be responsible to the control of the U.S. Government, State govern- 
ment, or to the people that inhabit this great area, the northwestern part of 
the United States and described as the Columbia River drainage in Senate bill 
3114. 

Second, we already have several Government agencies that have the authority 
to preserve the water resources without setting up another authority at the 
taxpayers expense to dictate to the citizens. 

Third, Government ownership as this bill S. 3114 would auth»rize would 
be a new conception to a free Government and would be a good start to eliminate 
free enterprise and start a socialized trend that could spread all over the 
United States. Therefore, I am opposed to any legislatoin on Senate bill 3114 
or any other such measures. 

Very truly yours, 
W. EK. SEARS. 


STATEMENT OF Ropert L. AND DEANE B. FRENCH, PARADISE, Mont., REGARDING 
S. 3114 (or ANY REVISED Form) 


My husband and I with our three small sons live on a farm 5 miles east of 
Paradise. 

We believe we are good citizens and loyal to our State of Montana. We 
therefore do not believe that the water resources of Moniana should be con- 
trolled by five men, of these five men it is possible than not one of these five 
men will be for the welfare of Montana. We are also opposed to any Federal 
ownership of natural resources. 

My husband and I wish to go on record as opposing 8. 3114 (or any revised 
form of this bill.) 





STATEMENT OF THE PARADISE HOME DEMONSTRATION CLUR OF PARADISE, MONT., 
BY DEANE FRENCH, PRESIDENT, REGARDING S. 3114 


We, the members of the Paradise Home Demonstration Club, Sanders County, 
Mont., oppose the passage of Senate bill 3114 or any similar legislation to 
create a Columbia River Development Corporation or authority. 

We oppose the establishment of a five-man Board whose decisions would be 
paramount to our State rights and laws. 

DEANE FRENCH, President. 
Jo Sears, Secretary. 
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STATEMENT OF MARLIN STEPHENS, FARMER, PARADISE, MONT., REGARDING S. 3114 
ork ANY REVISED VERSION 


Iam Marlin Stephens. My wife and baby daughter and I live on a farm 3% 
miles east of Paradise on Highway 10A, 

We are unalterably opposed to Federal control of natural resources. 

Ve are opposed to Federal legislation that would give so much control over our 
resources to a few people that we could not control through election. 

Therefore, we wish to register our opposition to the passage of the revised 
Columbia River Development Corporation bill or any similar socialistic legisla- 
tion. 


STATEMENT OF Mus. R. R. VANDERHOFF, HOUSEWIFE, PARADISE, MON'’., REGARDING 
REvIseD 8. 3114 


I am Mrs. R. R. VanDerhoff. My husband, three daughters and I live on a 
ranch 8 miles east of Paradise. My husband has always lived in this vicinity 
and I have lived here for 22 years. Our oldest daughter graduated from high 
school a year and a half ago and is employed at the First State Bank in Thomp- 
son Falls. We are interested in the welfare of our State and Nation. We op- 
pose any legislation to create a Columbia River Development Corporation or 
authority. 

We oppose *«ederal legislation that infringes on our State rights and natural 
resources. 

Therefore, we wish to register our opposition to the passage of revised S. 3114. 


PeRMA, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Hon. Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Commission, Portland, 
Ore, 

Dear Sir: We,,Harry and Lorena Burgess, the parents of nine children oppose 
the bill 8S. 3114 or any other bill of its kind, for all time to come. 

We are against all dams built by the Federal Government which could be 
built by private enterprise. After living on our ranch almost 50 years we feel 
justified to help fight any dams or bills that do not give the people concerned 
a just right to a voice in their property rights. 

Yours very truly, 
Harry H. BurRGEss. 
LORENA M. BuRGEss. 


RESOLUTION IN OppPposITION vO S. 3114 


Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United States a pro- 
posal to amend the Bonneville Project Act in order to establish the Columbia 
River Development Corporation (S. 38114), such legislation having been intro- 
duced by Senator Neuberger, Senator Morse, Senator Murray, Senator Hill, 
Senator Mansfield, Senator Sparkman, Senator Jackson, and Senator Magnuson: 
and 

Whereas the legislation proposes the establishment of a five man board as 
manager of this Corporation, with broad powers over the construction, operation, 
and development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation is a thinly disguised Columbia Valley 
Authority, with many of the powers previously recommended for valley au- 
thority control and in effect would be a valley authority under another name; 
and 

Whereas the powers granted to this proposed Corporation would seriously 
threaten States water rights and local control over water for beneficial con- 
sumptive purposes, including agriculture and would deprive Montana of control 
over the waters that rise within its boundaries ; and 

Whereas this proposed Corporation would be primarily interested in power 
production, with the result that long range planning of water resources for 
the benefit of agriculture and reclamation would be hampered ; and 

Whereas we feel that the wisest planning for all of our resources, water. 
timber, oil, and grass can best be served by Federal, State, and local govern- 
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ments along with the industries and the people working together for the wise 
development of these resources : Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Plains Grange No. 101 in accordance with its previousl) 
held position in opposition to any type of valley authority legislation, does 
hereby oppose and register its objection to the passage of S. 3114 or any similar 
legislation to create a Columbia River Development Corporation and urges the 
congressional delegation from Montana to work for its defeat: and be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, to the chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Works and to the Honorable James E. Murray, the Honorable Mike 
Mansfield, the Honorable Lee Metcalf, and the Honorable LeRoy Anderson, 
Members of the Congress from the State of Montana. 
R. R. VAN DERHOFFE, 
Master of Plains Grange No. 101. 
JOHN HETHRTINE, 
Secretary of Plains Grange No. 101 


Lipsy, Monv., December 10, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER. 


Dear Sir: I believe the economy of the Pacific Northwest is totally dependent 
upon the full development of our natural resources and particularly the water 
potential with the resultant low-cost power for jobs and industrial growth. 

As a consumer of electricity, I am earnestly interested in where the money I 
spend for electric service goes. 

For the above reasons I endorse the regional corporation bill in principle 
because I believe it will reorganize the Federal power system in the Northwest 
and will better assure us of development of resources in the public interest. 


WILLIAM F. HAFFERMAN. 


Potson, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Hon. Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Although I cannot attend the hearings because of 
illness in the family, I do want to go on record as being in favor, in principle, of 
the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. Of utmost importance to the 
economic growth and stability of Montana and the Pacific Northwest is the 
abundance of low-cost electric power. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES H. HARBALL, 
State Representative. 


STATEMENT OF Rospert R. Loper, RANCHER OF PLAINS, MON?., REGARDING SENATE 
Bit 3114 


I am opposed to the building of Paradise Dam as it would disrupt the entire 
tax base of Sanders County by flooding a large part of the best land. A large 
part of the taxes of the county would be lost. 

About 3,200 people would have to find new homes. If built with Federal funds 
the taxpayers of the Nation would be taxed to pay the costs while private in- 
dustry building small dams will pay taxes to the counties affected. 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Rosert 8. LoperR, RANCHER’S WIFE OF PLAINS, MONT., 
REGARDING SENATE BILL 3114 


I am very much opposed to the Senate bill 3114. It isn’t right for a board of 
five men to have jurisdiction over the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
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PLAINS, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 
(Statement of D. R. Nelson and family of Plains, Mont., on 8. 3114.) 

As a family engaged in farming and stock raising in western Montana, we wish 
to express our opposition to 8. 8114. These are some of the reasons for our 
opposition. 

This bill is socialistic in nature in that it is designed to promote public owner- 
ship. 

Since the Corporation may acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, such real 
and personal property as it may find necessary to carry out its functions, it poses 
a real threat to all water users or local utilization of water resources. 

We feel that the wisest planning for all our natural resources; water, timber, 
oil, and grass can best be served by Federal, State, and local governments along 
with the industries and the people working together for the wise development 
of these resources, instead of a five-man dictator-type management, untrained in 
this type of supervision. 

We believe this proposed legislation is actually a Columbia Valley Authority, 
under another name, used merely to confuse people of the area. We have always 
opposed any authority type government and do strongly oppose the creation of a 
CVA, under any name, that may be used to promote this legislation. 


D. R. NELSON. 

Mrs. INEZ NELSON. 
JOHN R. NELSON. 
Mrs. PATRICIA NELSON. 
D. Bruce NELSON. 
Mrs. AMY STEPHENS. 


PLAINS, Monvt., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHArD L. NEUBERGER, 
Acting Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, Portland, Oreg. 
(Statement of C. H. Biggerstaff, farmer of Plains, Mont., on S. 3114.) 

I have lived in Montana for 20 years and at present am feeding livestock near 
Plains, in the Clark Fork Valley. 

I have always felt that the rule of the majority, is the safest system by which 
to decide major issues. As I understand the intent of S. 3114 is to form a 
corporation to take over the Columbia Valley and its tributaries, to build dams 
whenever it chooses, without having to gain consent of State or even National 
Legislatures; that five men will run the show, appointed by the President; that 
they can build a dam and present the bill to the Treasury, instead of the Congress. 
I am against S. 3114, and every politician who is in favor of it. , 

What if we should, in our ignorance, select a radical President who owed 
allegiance to five “Hooligans” who had plotted to get on that Board? They could 
confiscate our homes, inundate our valleys, and run us billions of dollars further 
in debt. Unless I am badly misinformed, whoever thought up that dictatorial 
idea has forgotten what we fought the last two or three wars over. 

Sure, it would be faster, and would eliminate the necessity of making an honest 
effort to sell dams to the States and even to Congress. But these rivers have 
been here a long time. ‘They'll remain here while the merits of their development 
can be subjected to honest debate and be tested in the crucibles of democratic 
processes. I am amazed that such a proposition could even raise its ugly head 
in our America. What can the sponsors be thinking of? 

C. H. BIGGERSTAFF. 


STATEMENT OF THE PARENT TEACHER ASSOCIATION OF PARADISE, MONT., REGARDING 
8.3114, DEcEMBER 11, 1958, KALISPELL 


We, the members of the Paradise Parent Teacher Association, of Paradise, 
Mont., oppose the passage of S. 3114 or any similar legislation to establish a 
Columbia River Development Corporation. 

We oppose Federal legislation that deprives us of our States rights and natural 
resources. 


3ESS VAN Deruorr, President. 
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Str. Ianatrrus, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, Kalispell, Mont. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The long intervals between stops and starts on full 
seale river development and the uncertainty of new starts are ruinous to indus- 
trial progress in the Northwest. Replacement of the Bonneville Power Marketing 
Administration with a power agency empowered to plan and finance systematic 
and full power development is long overdue, ‘The Columbia Corporation bill of 
1959 seems well designed to correct the situation, and I wish to support it in prin- 
ciple. Of course, care must be taken lest the preference clause be weakened, and 
we thereby lose in part the protection from monopoly which it affords the peo- 
ple. This bill and the Paradise bill would be mutually advantageous. Local 
opinion and needs strongly favor the earliest possible authorization of the Para- 
dise project with its reservation of power for use in Montana. 

Respectfully yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. Isaac RoGNRUb. 


Sr. Ignatius, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Hearing of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am glad that you and your committee are under- 
taking to get Federal development going om the Columbia again. President Tru- 
man certainly was right when he said at Hungry Horse, ‘““Take a good look at it. 
if the Republicans and the Power Trust get in it will be a long time before you 
see another.” Disaster lies ahead if a systematic building program is not 
started soon. 

In this area we have suffered a serious agricultural depression and long years 
of underdevelopment. We have been starving for power right in the midst of 
abundance, both developed and undeveloped. The high-priced power produced 
so cheaply by the Montana Power Co. does not attract industry here. It flows 
out and will continue to do so, leaving us stranded. The same is true of Noxon 
Rapids end Cabinet Gorge—all private dams. 

Now with our Paradise Dam bill soon to be introduced with the strongest en- 
dorsement in the election, and the Columbia River Development Act approaching 
introduction in Congress, we are again hopeful. The thing that has sold the 
Paradise Dam to Montana people is its reservation of damsite power for use in 
Montana with first call on it going to municipalities and corporations. Lake 
County seemed strong for the company’s alternative scheme of little monopoly 
dams and partial development, which people thought might come faster, but the 
reservation of power plus industrial rate power for 35 miles out from Paradise, 
provided for in the Paradise bill has won them over. Those who support Para- 
dise will also support the Corporation Act if they ere sure that it will back up 
these two things in the Paradise bill so we can get both bills passed. We do not 
want any change in the local benefits in the Paradise bill. 

Respectfully, 
KENNETH E. BROowun. 


Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Kalispell Hearing on Corporation Biil. 

DraR SENATOR: May I especially commend one provision of the bill for the 
cevelopment of the Columbia River, the one which makes a beginning in the di- 
rection of a capital budget? 

The Government’s investments in self-liquidating projects and income-produc- 
ing properties should certainly be listed separately from mere operating ex- 
penses. Certainly they should not all be jumbled together indiscriminately as part 
of the national debt if the people are to have even a rough approximation of the 
financial status of their Government. 

Stockholders would throw out any board of directors and manager who were 
found to keep books that way. Could it be that Congress and the Executive 
permit this exasperating situation because they think it should be impossible 
for any private citizen or official to know approximately where the Government 
stands financially? 

Respectfully, 
GRACE DERR. 
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CHARLO, Mont., December 1, 1958 
Senator Ricnarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The people of the United States own the rivers and 
are entitled to be served by them through the fullest Cevelopment of power at 
the lowest possible cost. The economy of the Northwest and particularly that 
of the area close to the Paradise Dam site depend acutely upon a continuing 
abundance of law cost power—along with flood control and the many other 
benefits of multipurpose dams—produced and distributed in such fashion that 
it will not become a means whereby private monopoly can dominate business, 
government, and public opinion more completely. 

I believe that the Paradise bill and the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion Act of 1959 will help greatly to hasten the right kind of development, with 
benefit to all and injustice to none. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN E. Boiier. 


CHARLO, Monv., December 6, 1958 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORK 
Hearing on the Columbia aeauammin ‘De velopment Act, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN : I hope the motives and misrepresentations of the power companies 
by which they are recruiting opposition to the Columbia Corporation Development 
Act and the Paradise bill will become clear to Congress and the public. 

Indeed, is it not high time for another investigation of power companies, semi- 
public bodies, which flood the country with false political advertising, paid for 
unwillingly by consumers and taxpayers and designed to undermine and de- 
stroy other proper means of development of the people’s natural resources, such 
as municipalities, cooperatives, and State and Federal agencies? 

In Montana their propaganda apparatus and their power to punish and reward 
have become, in my opinion, a serious challenge to the processes of free self- 
government. Does a similar situation prevail throughout the Nation? 

It seems to me that the investigation made about 1942 by the Federal Power 
Commission under the chairmanship of Leland Olds is a good example of what 
appears now again to be desperately needed. If power and State utility com- 
missions do not have the personnel and the will to do a thorough job, could it 
not be undertaken by congressional or lerislative committees? 

Is it not all too possible that such investigations, like that of the Federal 
Power Commission under Olds, may reveal widespread and serious falsification 
of records and improper bookkeeping, deceit through front organizations and 
‘impartial’ citizens not known to be financed by the companies, seduction of 
newspapers, magazines, radio and other devices capable of being used for mas- 
sive brainwashing? They would point the way to needed corrective legislations 
and reform in administration. 

The ability of the company to legally require the taxpayers and ratepayers 
instead of their stockholders to finance this propaganda and political agents, 
contrary to their own interests, is a particularly obnoxious form of tyranny. 

Respectfully, 
EVERETT KRUDDE. 





Sr. Ienatrus, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Kalispell, Mont. 


DeEAaR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Some of our people have felt that the Corporation 
bill would help the Paradise bill through and vice versa. Others have started 
worrying that there might be some conflict. They say if they conflict both will 
be killed, at least in Montana. But it is possible that even the chambers of com- 
merce may ostensibly switch their support from the company to Paradise if the 
Corporation bill does not go along with reservations of power as at Hungry Horse 
and as proposed for Paradise. Some of these would be honest in their motives 
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and others would do it only to serve the company by getting upstream and down- 
stream to knock one another out. Let’s do what is necessary to pass both of the 
bills. 


Respectfully, 
Mr. AND Mrs. THOMAS HOOYINGA. 


CHARLO, Mont., December 10, 1958. 

Senator NEUBERGER: Am sorry I cannot testify in person, so will do it this 
way. 

I am much interested in cheap public power and adequate flood control, so 
therefore I want to urge your committee to support the regional Corporation bill, 
that will help to develop the Pacific Northwest in the public interest. 

A dairy farmer. 

THOMAS FELTON, 
Charlo, Mont. 
NATHELYN V. FELTON, 
Charlo, Mont. 


PARADISE, MontT., December 8, 1958. 
Dear Sirs: I am opposed to the upper Columbia River development because 
I feel that this project would lead to socialism and that it would cause an added 
tax burden to the surrounding communities. 


Yours truly, 
Mrs. DON PEARSALL. 


PARADISE, Monv., December 8, 1958. 
DEAR Sires: I am opposed to the Paradise Dam because: 
I live in Paradise; my home and steady employment are here; both would be 
lost were the Paradise Dam to become a reality. 
Also, it is my opinion, that these large Government dams, are not economical 
or successful, instead they are just an added expense to the taxpayer. 
Yours truly, 
DoN PEARSALL. 


PARADISE, MONT., December 8, 1958. 
PUBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I am opposed to 8. 3114 and the revised counterpart that proposes a Columbia 
River Development Corporation. 

The proposed bill is another segment of the plan that will eventually reduce us 
to a socialistic state, and gain Federal control over all major rivers of the 
United States. 

Very truly yours, 
W. L. THOMAS, 
Citizen and Tarpaycr of Paradise, Mont. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 7, 1958. 

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Statement of A. H. Blekastad, roadmaster, retired, residing at Paradise, Mont. 

I am opposed to any Federal control over the waters of the Columbia. 

I am also opposed to any further expansion of Federal hydroelectric power 
in the Northwest, because it is below cost, tax subsidized power and will be an 
additional burden of taxes for us to pay. 


Yours truly, 
A. H. BLEKASTAD. 
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PARADISE, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
THE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sirs: I want to register a protest against the enactment of the proposed 
bill S. 3114 herewith. 

As I see it this bill vesting such power in a centrally controlled Federal Corpo- 
ration threatens the economic rights of Montana. We would lose all water rights 
now under grant from our State and be completely dominated by a five-man 
board, who need not even be residents of Montana. 

I believe in the rights of States and this Commission is socialistic in nature 
and designed to promote the cause of public ownership in this region. 

Respectfully. 

KATHRYN AUCLAIR, 
Retired Postmistress. 


PARADISE, MonrT., December 6, 1958. 
PusLic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: I have been a resident and taxpayer in Paradise for the past 
25 years. 

I am opposed to the passage of the proposed Senate bill 3114. 

Water rights and uses of rivers and streams have been involved in major 
conflicts in past history and will be in the future. No small committee of peo- 
ple should have the power or authority to decide these problems which would 
affect a large number of people, communities, and States. 

Yours truly, 
FRED R. MINEAR. 


STATEMENT OF MARY L. HERMAN, HOUSEWIFE, OF PARADISE, Mont. 


I am opposed to S. 3114, and the revised version of the Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill because, it is a violation of our States rights and 
another encroachment on the rights and liberties of the people of the Northwest 
on control of our waters. 

PARADISE, Mont., December 6, 1958. 
PusLic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My name is Charles L. Willcutt, Jr., employed as a tie handler, at Paradise, 
Mont. 

I oppose all provisions of S. 3114 or the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration bill, because it places the control of the Columbia in a centrally con- 
trolled corporation, is socialistic in nature, and an unneeded expenditure of more 
of the taxpayers money. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES L. WILLCUTT Jr. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Pustic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Statement of Loy D. Sears, laborer, residence Paradise, Mont. 

I am opposed to 8. 3114 and any other Federal Valley Authority, that threat- 
ens to rule over the waters of the Columbia River from the Continental Divide 
to the Pacific coast. 

It is a socialistic venture, and I am not a Socialist, because I believe in a 
democracy. 

Yours truly, 
Loy D. SEARs. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 4, 1958. 
Pusitic WorKSs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Deak Sirs: I am opposed to bill 8.3114 or any bill which gives so much 
authority to such a few people. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. JEAN MATHIES. 


37710—59—pt. 242 
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PusBLic WorRKS COMMITTEE, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sime: I am opposed to bill 8. 3114 or any bill which gives so much 
authority to such a few people. 


Sincerely yours, 
H. C. MATHIES. 


PARADISE, MONT., December 4, 1958. 
PusBLIc WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

My name is Olaf Z. Dickson, employed as a tie handler at Paradise, Mont. 

I am against legislation such as the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion bill because, not only would it flood my home and job, but it would soon 
be another reason for raising our taxes, to pay for dams that would not pay 
their way. 

Yours truly, 
Oxa¥F Z. DICKSON. 


S. 3114 or any other Federal valley authority, will eventually bring about the 
construction of Paradise Dam, and the Paradise Dam will flood our homes as 
well as our means of livelihood. 

As a housewife, mother, and grandmother, I wish to preserve and pass on the 
heritage that is rightfully my children’s and grandchildren’s due, namely a 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JOSEPHINE SEARS, HOUSEWIFE, PARADISE, Mont., on 8S. 3114 
‘ 


PARADISE, MontT., December 4, 1958. 
| 
: 
/ 
: 
| democracy, that will allow taxpaying private enterprise to expand and meet 
competition, in their proper fields. 
Thus, I am opposed to S. 3114 or the Columbia River Development Corporation 


as proposed in your revised bill. 


: 
§ 
: 
PARADISE, MonT., November 25, 1958. 
; PusLic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
i U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
My name is Charles E. Herman, employed as a fireman, and residing at 
' Paradise, Mont. 
iF I am against the proposed legislation to form a Columbia River Development 
. Corporation, and also any other valley authority or Federal control of our 
State’s water. 
This proposed legislation is a socialistic dream to do away with our private 
enterprise system, and against all principles of democracy. 
The broad powers set forth in this bill, are a definite threat to our freedom 
and standard of living. 
} 


Very truly yours, 
C. E. HERMAN. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR FORTNER, BORING MACHINE OPERATOR, RESIDENCE, 
PARADISE, MONT. 


I strongly oppose S. 3114 or the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
because: 

1. It will eventually deprive me of my home and income, because both will be 
under water because of a dam, and it is not probable that I will be able to find 
employment of this type at some other place. 

2. It gives too much authority to a few people, in the disposition and use of 
i our waters. 

5 3. Our State could well be a large storage pond for downstream purposes. 

4. I am not a Socialist and do not feel that our Government should mix 
business with government of the people. 
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STATEMENT oF HERMAN D. WAGENIUS, MOTORMAN, WITH RESIDENCE AT PARADISE, 
Mont. 


I strongly oppose S. 3114 the Columbia River Development Corporation bill 
for the following reasons: 

The Corporation would be controlled by five directors, who would have almost 
dictatorial powers over the waters of the Columbia. We have fought two wars 
in other countries to rid them of dictators, so why should we, the people of the 
Northwest, submit to five dictators. 

It would create an additional burden on the taxpayers by promoting subsidized 
power, that would be unfair competition with taxpaying private enterprise. 


STATEMENT oF JAcK L. HERMISTON, Tre HANDLER, WITH RESIDENCE AT PARADISE, 
Mont. 


I take this opportunity to state that I am opposed to S. 3114 and the revised 
authority bill. 

This bill is socialistic in nature, and against all principles of the Government 
of the United States. 


PaRapDIsE, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
PUBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
My name is Clyde M. Palmer, I am employed as a tie handler, and I live at 
Paradise, Mont. 
I wish to register my opposition to S. 3114 and any other Federal power 
authority, that promises to take full control of the waters of the Columbia. 
Federal authority will mean the end of the taxable private enterprise on the 
Columbia, and raise the taxes of the individual taxpayer to pay for projects that 
are nontaxable. 
Very truly yours, 
CLYDE M. PALMER. 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Bessiz E. MurpHy, HousEwire, MorHER AND GRANDMOTHER, 
RESIDING AT PARADISE, MONT. 


I oppose S. 3114 and the revised Columbia River Development Corporation 
bill on the grounds that: It endangers our future and the future opportunities 
of our children and grandchildren. 

My husband’s position depends on private enterprise and its expansion. The 
bill as proposed would definitely halt this expansion, and be a definite threat 
to his chances of continuing his present employment. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 1, 1958. 
Puslic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


My name is Mrs. Ruby Wagenius, housewife, and I reside at Paradise, Mont. 

I am opposed to S. 3114 and the Columbia River Development Corporation, on 
the grounds that it is another segment of a proposed socialistic plan to eventually 
bring us to a state of complete socialism. 

I think that my children and grandchildren are entitled to continue to reap 
the benefits of a democracy, formed by our forefathers for the benefit of all 
citizens of the United States. I also think, they should continue to enjoy the 
high standards of living, and the continued benefits of a government that pro- 
motes progress through the system of creative private enterprise. 

Yours truly, 
Mrs. Rusy K. WAGENIUvS. 





STATEMENT OF E. O. Wriitcutt, Leaprne Lasorer, RESIDENCE PARADISE, MONT. 


I am opposed to all the provisions of S. 3114, or the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation, because it is almost a blank check on our tax dollars, it 
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places an additional burden on the taxpayer, and will add more employees to 
our Government payroll, that is now topheavy with employees. 

It also, gives to five directors, such vast power and authority, that they would 
be virtual dictators, in the use of our water, electric power, flood control, and 
irrigation. 


PARADISE, Mont., November 26, 1958. 
PusLic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

My name is Delbert T. Wailin. I am a tie handler and I reside at Paradise, 
Mont. 

I am opposed to the Columbia River Development Corporation and all other 
valley authorities, that would be created by the Federal Government for the 
absolute control of our river’s hydroelectric power. 

Such authorities render unfair competition against taxpaying private enter- 
prise, and also produce low-cost subsidized power at great cost to the taxpaying 
. public. 

i This bill is socialistic in nature and designed to promote the cause of Federal 
i] power in this region. 
Very truly yours, 

DELBERT T. WALLIN. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. Porter, TrE HANDLER, PARADISE, MONT. | 


I am opposed to Senate bill 3114 because I feel that it is of Socialist nature 
and that it vests too much power and authority in the hands of the five 
directors. 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I am opposed to the Columbia River Development Corporation bill. Reasons: 
It puts too much power into the hands of a few men to regulate power resources 
of this great region. 

I believe that such a commission should have to answer to our National 
Congress for their acts and that our Representatives as elected by the people 
should have a word in to regulate its activities. 

Yours respectfully, 


e: 


W.N. Brox, 

Mrs. W.N. Brox, 

Mary G. CRECELIUS, 

AvuGusT Dre MErs, 


M1nA DE MERs, 
Ira MAE RAYMOND, 
Plains, Mont. 
| 


PARADISE, Mont., November 28, 1958. 
PusLtic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
My name is Fremont E. Nesheim. I am a tie handler residing at Paradise, 
Mont. 
I am opposed to the proposed S. 3114 and the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration. 


i This bill if enacted would eventually bring to an end our taxpaying private 

enterprise system of democracy and plunge us into socialism. 

' Socialism would lower our standard of living, increase our taxes, and our 
progress would be stopped, because without competition there would be no 
incentive for progress. 

Yours truly, 


F. E. NESHEIM. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER JACKSON, PARADISE, MontT., ON S. 3114 


} I am opposed to S. 3114, or any other Federal corporation or authority, where 
i so much power and authority is granted to so few to develop the resources of the 
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Columbia River and its tributaries. The bill is socialistic in nature and very 
undesirable. 

The bill would create additional burden on the taxpayers, by promoting subsi- 
dized power. 


STATEMENT OF NETTIE E. JACKSON OF PARADISE, MONT., ON S. 3114 


I am opposed to 8. 3114, or any Federal corporation or authority that would 
have absolute control over the waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
The proposed bill is another river authority and would concentrate the develop- 
ment of water in the Northwest in the hands of a few men, which would create a 
dangerous situation. 

At present the people have a voice in the extent and range of development of 
our waterways. <A corporate authority would be a surrender of those rights. 


STATEMENT OF GLADYS PARRISH, PARADISE, MONT., REGARDING Brit S. 3114 


The following are some of the reasons I am opposed to bill S. 3114: 

It would be one more Federal project with almost unlimited power over Mon- 
tana’s water resources. 

It could utilize Montana’s water resources for the benefit of downstream 
States without Montana’s consent, and over or regardless of her protests. 

I believe Montana’s resources should be developed for Montana. When our 
country was founded, the sovereignty of each and all States was recognized, 
and I feel that with this bill we would not have that protection. 

This bill is socialistic and could become a political football. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD AND MAXINE PICKERING, RANCHERS, OF PARADISE, MONT., 
REGARDING 8. 3114 


We are unalterably opposed to any bill, act, or authority which excludes the 
rights of individuals to exercise their choice in matters of natural resources, 
which belong to all. 

Private enterprise is needed to develop resources and power on a taxpaying 
basis and should not be throttled by Federal agencies of a socialistic nature. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
PuBLic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

My name is Charles B. Kelly, woodsman, and I live at Paradise, Mont. 

With this letter I wish to state my opposition to the Columbia River Develop- 
ment Corporation bill to be introduced at the next session of Congress. 

This bill, if enacted, will place too much power in the hands of five directors. 
These directors will have almost dictatorial power over the use of the Columbia 
River waters, and I do not think that we should be subjected to the will of said 
directors. 

Very truly yours, 
C. B. KEtiy. 


STATEMENT OF Rop AUCLAIR, PRoPpERTY OWNER AND LOGGER OF TROUT CREEK, 
Mont., REGARDING 8. 3114 


I do not believe that such power should be given to so few men by appoint- 
ment when it controls such a large area—it would be the same thing as the 
American Revolution was fought for and the Boston Tea Party, taxation with- 
out representation. There would be no local control. We are giving away our 
rights as voters and taxpayers. Our water is our most important resource 
as oil is to Texas or Oklahoma, and people locally should maintain control. 
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STATEMENT OF Jess A. MCNEELEY, LABORER, RESIDENCE PARADISE, MONT. 


S. 3114 and the revised Columbia River Development Corporation Act, are 
not conducive to the best interests of Montana and the people of the Northwest. 
This act will eventually cause to be flooded valuable taxpaying land against 
the will of the people, and place a greater amount of taxes on the taxpaying 


public. 
| 
| 
/ 
: 


| 
| 


Because of these and other reasons too numerous to mention, I am against 
this legislation. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
PusLic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washingion, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am very much opposed to the bill 8S. 3114, as I figure it savors 
too much of socialism. 

It also goes against all efforts to decentralize our population. 

The only thing it does for Montana is to destroy many homes and thousands 
of acres of very valuable land. In our county it destroys enough taxable 
property that it would be impossible to live in the county and support the 
county administration. | 
Respectively, 

Cuas. C. Bowser. 


PARADISE, Mont., December 8, 1958. 


Pusiic Works CoMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
I am against the proposed bill, S. 3114, because I feel that the people of 
Montana are capable of thinking and doing things for themselves and should 

have a voice in any facilities that are built here. 

This bill does not in any way help the State of Montana and I certainly am 
not in favor of it. 
Mrs. Victor Cyr. 


Pusiic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Sirs: We are opposed to any Federal project as proposed for the Columbia 
Valley Authority. We honestly believe too much Federal power is not good for 
our country. 

For our own selfish reasons we have worked hard to build up our home here 
in the valley and are too old to want to try to build up another place, yet if we 
are forced to move we would not get enough for this place to buy one equal it 
some other place. Also, the job at the Paradise tie plant would be out and too 
old to get on any other job. 

Therefore, we are opposed to the bill, 8S. 3114. 

Yours truly, 
DUGENE W. FARRINGTON. 
MARY FARRINGTON. 


St. Ienatius, Mont., December 6, 1958, 

Senator RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 

Senate Committee on Public Works, 

Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Some of our people have felt that the Corporation 

bill would help the Paradise bill through and vice versa. Others have started 
H | worrying that there might be some conflict. They say if they conflict both will 
i be killed, at least in Montana. But it is possible that even the chambers of com- 
merce may ostensibly switch their support from the company to Paradise if the 
Corporation bill does not go along with reservations of power as at Hungry 
Horse and as proposed for Paradise. Some of these would be honest in their 
motives and others would do it only to serve the company by getting upstream 


Piatns, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
, 
| 
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and downstream to knock one another out. Let’s do what is necessary to pass 
both of the bills. 
Respectfully, 
Ep ENGEBRITSON. 


CHARLO, Mont., December 5, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont.: 

I believe the Nation in general (and the Pacific Northwest especially) needs 
full development of our water resources. 

I believe the only way to get full development is with Federal development 
such as I understand this proposed Columbia River Development Corporation or 
patterned after the Tennessee Valley Authority as I don’t think private or corpo- 
ration power will develop any more power than can be sold at a very high rate. 

Sincerely, 
LESTER R. OLSEN. 


CHARLO, Mont., December 8, 1958. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I think we need the Corporation bill because I think 
it is foolishness to haul coal and wood the rest of our lives. We could just as well 
be heating our houses with electricity if the rates were right. I think the 
Corporation bill will help us to reach our goal of getting dams built to generate 
electricity. Without it we’ve got no chance for industry, and we need that, too. 

Respectfully, 
CLARENCE L. Evans. 


CHARLO, Mont., December 7, 1958. 
Senator RrcHArp NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am for Paradise Dam. If it goes in I’ll be hurt 
worse than anybody because it cuts my farm in two. My home and my build- 
ings will be flooded out. But we’ve got to have it. It can’t be done by little pot- 
hole dams. 

If the plant where my son was working in Missoula could have built up they 
could have employed pretty near all the people from the whole Moiese Valley— 
people that will be flooded out by Paradise. They wanted to make pressed-wood 
board out of chips from waste wood. To begin with they had only a chipper, 
and were shipping chips to Idaho. But it cost them $200 a month just to run 3 
motors, for a chipper, a fanning mill, and a blower. That’s foolish with the river 
running right through the city. They should be able to sell electricity cheap. 
But they raised the rates and ran them out of business. 

A lot of the big sawmill guys in Missoula were for Paradise, but they didn't 
want to come out and say so. They didn’t want to squawk against Montana 
Power. It showed up in the voting though. When they got by themselves with a 
ballot it was a different story. 

I think this Corporation bill will help get Paradise, so I’m for it. The Corpo- 
ration will keep books like a business. It can sell bonds. It should be easier 
to get money that way than getting appropriations every year. When we get the 
Corporation we get Paradise. And when we get Paradise we'll get jobs close 
around and our children won’t have to go out of the State. 

The dam eventually pays for itself. It doesn’t hurt the taxpayers. Anybody 
can see that. 

Respectfully, 


August Hertz. 
P.S.—Whenever something comes up that is good for the middle person or the 
little fellow the big money fellows are against it. 
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Ronan, Mont., December 11, 1958. 
Re Columbia Corporation bill. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN: We need new industry in Montana and throughout the region. 
In Montana we need public utility districts and REA’s, provided with plenty 
of low-priced power. Passage of the Paradise bill and the Columbia Develop- 
ment Corporation Act will encourage such things here. 

We must watch out for a campaign by the company people to set the Hungry 
Horse fans against the Corporation Act—upstream people against downstream 
people, and the other way around, in order to kill off all Federal construction 
and turn the river over to private monopoly. 


Respectfully yours, 
ALICE SYMINGTON. 





THOMPSON Fats, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

I sincerely believe that the formation of a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration would be the best way to obtain the fullest benefits from our water 
resources in this area. It would do the greatest good for the greatest number 
of people over the longest period of time. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEPHEN D. Bascock. 


Missouna, Monr., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear Srr: Realizing that abundance of low-cost electriicty is vital to the 
economy of the Pacific Northwest as well as the rest of the Nation, and also 
realizing that a power program must pay its own way on a rock-sound financial 
foundation, I firmly endorse the idea of a Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration as proposed in the bill being considered by your committee. 

Sincerely, 
Pau S. CARPINO. 


MIssouLa, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear Sir: Please consider this my endorsement of the Columbia River De- 
velopment Corporation bill, as revised, in principle. I respectfully urge reten- 
tion of the public utility responsibility provision which will insure an adequate 
power supply to all users in any eventuality. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD STURDEVANT. 


MISSOULA, MonT., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Kalispell, Mont. 
DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to be placed on record in support of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation proposal. 
I feel that the Corporation can facilitate further comprehensive water re- 
source development in Montana, and in the Northwest. 
This development, and the support it will give the region’s and the Nation’s 
economy will be most important as our population expands. 
Cordially, 
HERBERT M. MILEs. 


DECEMBER 11, 1958. 


My name is Leonard Boisen. I reside at Hungry Horse, Mont., where my 
wife and I operate a small grocery known as Hungry Horse Grocery. 

I have read the bill regarding Columbia River Development Corporation and 
am very much in favor of its principle. I also believe it very important at this 
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time for the people of our great State of Montana and the great Northwest to 
unite in the better development of our water resources for power, flood control, 
and irrigation. It is my opinion that this bill is aimed at the economic develop- 
ment of our water resources of this region, and I sincerely hope it becomes 
operative by action of our next Congress. Thank you. 


KALISPELL, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Hon. RicHArp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to express my support for the principles 
embodied in the proposed Columbia River Development Corporation legislation— 
that is, the orderly development of the power resources in the States affected 
upon a regional basis so that full utilization of those resources may be realized. 

We in western Montana have suffered a distinct economic loss by the failure 
to reserve any of the power benefits for Montana upon the construction of the 
Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Dams. In distinct contrast is Hungry Horse Dam, 
from which all of western Montana has greatly benefited. I believe that legisla- 
tion similar to that now proposed will enable us to have more dams similar to 
Hungry Horse and the resulting benefits. If the legislative status quo is main- 
tained we face further losses as more Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Dams are built. 
I do believe that the bill in its final form should contain a specific formula for a 
definite reservation of power to the area in which the dam is constructed. Your 
Montana colleagues in the Senate will no doubt make an effective effort to see 
that such a reservation is contained in the final bill. 

I also want to express my appreciation for this opportunity to be heard—again 
in sharp contrast to the method adopted to obtain construction of Cabinet Gorge. 
Locally there has been a deluge of daily newspaper accounts attempting to 
ereate an atmosphere of fear—fear that Flathead Lake will be raised, fear 
that Montana’s water rights are jeopardized—but little effort to inform the 
public as to the content of the proposed legislation. However, it is my belief 
that the majority of the people of Flathead County, as evidenced by the support 
of labor unions, farmers, and individuals and evidenced by the very recent elec- 
tion, support the principles of this proposed legislation. Moreover, much of the 
opposition, long before the committee print was available, had prejudged the 
matter and condemned the legislation without even knowing what it embodied. 
I am sure that when they have given careful consideration to this legislation 
that many of them will support it. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES L. HAsH. 


HunoGry Horse, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator NEUBERGER. 


DEAR SENATOR: We appreciate your efforts in our behalf pertaining to develop- 
ment of our water resources, as we need more industry furnishing year around 
employment. As homeowners and family men and women seasonal work is not 
sufficient income to maintain your property and send your children to grade 
school and college. We sincerely hope you will endeavor to do all within your 
power to bring more industry, furnishing more employment, to our district. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. J. P. Rozerts. 


Hunery Horse, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator NEUBERGER. 


Dear SENATOR: As a family who has purchased property and started a home 
in Hungry Horse, we wish to thank you for the time and efforts you have ex- 
tended in our behalf in the preservation of our water resources. 

As we very much like the location and would like to continue to live here, 
will appreciate all you may be able to do in our behalf in the matter of industry 
with year-around employment, as seasonal employment is just not sufficient for a 
livelihood. 

Thanking you, 

Sincerely, 


Mr. and Mrs. Crcri W. Por. 








oe 
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Hunery Horse, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator NEUBERGER. 

Dear SENATOR: We do appreciate your efforts on the behalf of water resources 
for Montana. 

Our business is based on economy dependent upon industry in this immediate 
area. Unless the unemployment situation is relieved during the winter months 
by additional industry our business will suffer to a point where we will be forced 
to move elsewhere. 

Our many thanks to you and your constituents for your continued efforts. 


Sincerely, 
AcE and NANcy POWELL. 


Mospy’s, INC., 
Missoula, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I hereby express my support for the principle of 
the Columbia River development proposal—with one exception. 

I feel that provision should be made to give priority to local use of onsite 
generated power. Other areas will automatically benefit from the firmed-up 
power created by the new upstream dam. 

My support for the Columbia River Development Corporation is in no sense 
in opposition to private power. 

The projected power needs of both the public and private power systems shows 
an increasing need that will keep both systems hustling to keep up with the 
demand. It’s unfortunate that so much effort is wasted in antagonism between 
the two systems. 


Sincerely, 
A. J. Mossy, President. 


Missouta, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RrcHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Kalispell, Mont. 
Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I favor the Columbia River Development Corpora- 
tion proposal because I believe it will expedite progress in comprehensive river 


development. 
Our area needs projects like Paradise Dam and the power produced to help 


stabilize our fluctuating economy. 
I support this project both as a sportsman and as an economy-minded 
business man. 


Respectfully yours, 
Don R. ANDERSON. 


CHAUFFEURS, TEAMSTERS AND HELPERS, LOCAL 448, 
Missoula, Mont., December 9, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Subcommittee Hearing, Kalispell, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is to advise you that the Chauffeurs, Teamsters 
and Helpers, Local No. 448, wishes to go on record as being in support of the 
Columbia River Development Corporation proposal. 

We feel that this will help accomplish multi-purpose river development and 
help to straighten the economy of our area. 

Very truly yours, 





F. M. Burcer, Secretary-Treasurer, Local No. 448. 


CHARLO, MONT. 
Senator R. L. NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, Kalispeli/, Mont. 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Most of my neighbors favor the Paradise bill for 
reasons which apply also to the proposed Corporation. However, if the latter 
does not provide or allow for the local benefits specified in the Paradise bill it 
will find little or no support in Montana. The power companies hope to kill both 
by getting Montana into an all-out fight with Oregon and Washington on alloca- 


i 
rf 
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tion. The Montana congressional delegation is committed in repeated public 
statements to explicit power reservation to Montana or no bill at all. Because 
of years of harping by the Montana Power Co. on “downstream raids,” our 
Congressman could not otherwise survive politically. Everybody in all camps 
seems to insist upon specific reservations to Montana of “Montana power from 
Montana water flooding Montana land.” 
Respectfully, 
W. O. Evans. 


CHARLO, Mont. 
Senator RicHAarRpD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Committee Hearing on Columbia Corporation Bill, 
Kalispell, Mont. ; 

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I wish to support the Columbia Development 
Corporation Act in a form which will favor passage of the Paradise bill, which 
gives Montana prior rights to all at-site power and authorizes an industrial 
rate extending some 35 miles from the dam. These two bills should help one 
another and it is only by making sure that the Corporation Act will not con- 
flict with local benefit features of the Paradise bill in harmony with Hungry 
Horse that the people of Montana will support it. I believe a river authority— 
like the TVA—would be best but the halfway step proposed will be more 
acceptable politically. 

Respectfully, 
CLAY Carter, Farmer. 


PLAINS, Mont., December 10, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp L, NEUBERGER, 
Columbia River Development Corporation Bill, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Deak Senator: I firmly believe the Columbia River development bill, in 
principle, to be a necessary step for the future assurance of full utilization 
and development of our river resources. 

However, I feel that this bill as now written is lacking in guarantees of 
definite reservation of at-site power which would encourage further local 
development both industrial and recreational, to our communities, counties, and 
States to be directly affected by this bill or any river development program. We 
must encourage development of our rivers, but we also wish to have our local 
economies permanently boosted by diversified payrolls and tax bases increased 
through more population and incentives for further industrial development. 
I believe the power reservation a necessary part of our local need. 

Yours truly, 
Jack Harwoop, 
County Commissioner, Sanders County. 


MoNTANA CONTRACTORS’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Helena, Mont., December 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DrarR SENATOR NEUBERGER: We have today wired of our desire to appear as 
a witness at the hearing on S. 3114 to be held in Kalispell on December 11, 
1958. 

We are enclosing herein copy of a resolution passed by the board of directors 
of this association on November 17, 1958. This resolution will be presented 
at the hearing. 

Thanking you for your consideration, we are 

Very truly yours, 
J. W. Martow, Secretary-Manager. 


Whereas a hearing will be conducted at Kalispell, Mont., December 11, 1958, 
on a bill by Senator Neuberger (Democrat, of Oregon) to create a Columbia 
River Development Corporation with broad powers over the water resources and 
the economy of the Pacific Northwest, including all of Montana west of the 
Continental Divide; and 
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Whereas the Corporation would take over all the functions of the Bonneville 
Power Administration, could require that other Federal agencies in the region 
operating power-producing facilities shall deliver such electric energy to the 
Corporation, could require that such Federal agencies shall install, operate, 
and maintain generating facilities according to the Corporation dictates, could 
itself construct, operate, and maintain hydro, thermal, and atomic power gener- 
ating facilities, transmission lines, and other facilities, and could in general domi- 
nate the production of power in the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas the Corporation could acquire by condemnation such real or personal 
property, or any interest therein, as the Corporation finds necessary for its 
purposes; and 

Whereas the Corporation would be controlled by a Board of five directors, 
appointed by the President, only one of whom need be from Montana, thereby 
making it possible for Montana to be denied an effective voice in management 
decisions relating to the operation of the Corporation or specifically to the water 
resources of western Montana; and 

Whereas the Corporation would constitute another layer of Federal control 
and domination over the water resources and the economy of Montana; and 

Whereas the Corporation would have power to intervene in any proceeding 
relating to any application for a license to construct any water resource project 
in the Pacific Northwest, and could intervene in any proceeding before any 
other Federal, State, or local body in any matter affecting the water resources 
of the region or in any matter in which the Corporation deems it has any 
responsibility ; and 

Whereas the development of the water resources of western Montana is being 
effectively furthered by existing Federal, State, local, and other organizations ; 
and 

Whereas the Corporation would have powers similar to those embodied in 
earlier proposals for a Columbia Valley Authority, would be independent of 
effective congressional or local control, and is socialistic in nature; and 

Whereas the Corporation would be financed by appropriations, by the sale 
of revenue bonds to the Secretary of the Treasury, and by funds secured from 
the sale of subsidized, tax-free power and would create an additional burden 
on the taxpayers: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the directors of the Montana Contractors Association are op- 
posed to the creation of the Columbia Valley Development Corporation and to 
the further extension of Federal control over the water resources arising within 
the boundaries of Montana; be it further 

Resolved, That the directors authorize the officers of the association to attend 
the public hearing at Kalispell and express such opposition to the proposed 
legislation. 
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